May 14, 1921 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 65,] 543 








To 
High Court 
Chancery 


High Court 


Probate 


Masters in 
Lunacy 


H.M. Customs 
and Excise 


Board of 
Trade 


All Employers 


And for all 


FIDELITY 
BONDS 


For 
Liquidators (Compulsory and 
Voluntary Winding Up), 


Receivers and Managers. 


Administrators. 
Receivers and Committees. 


Proprietors of Places of Enter- 
tainment, Firms dealing with 
dutiable goods. 


Official Receivers, Trustees, 
Liquidators and Special 
Managers. 

All Accounting Officials, i.¢., 
Managers, Cashiers, Travellers, 
Secretaries, Clerks, Collectors, 
C., Cic. 


Government and Commercial 


Appointments in which security is required are 
granted by the 


LEGAL & GENERAL 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY LTD. 


10, FLEET STREET, E.C.4. 
(Near Temple Bar) 


ASSETS EXCEED £13,500,000. 


TELEPHONE: HOLBORN 6163. 


ESTABLISHED 
1836. 














Che Solicitors’ Fournal 
and Weekly Reporter. 


(ESTABLISHED IN 1857.) 
LONDON, MAY 14, 1921. 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE. 


£2 12s.; by Post, £2 14s.; Foreign, £2 16s. 
HALF-YEARLY AND QUARTERLY SUBSCRIPTIONS IN PROPORTION. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the Journnat. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the 
name of the writer. 
GENERAL HEADINGS. 


CURRENT TOPICS. ..... . 543 In PARLIAMENT 
HE CODES OF NAPOLBGN 546 New Ogpers,. 4&0 
NAPOLEON AS LAWGIVER 549 A COUNCIL OF MAGISTRATES 
Res JUDICATA. sveoses LEGAL News os : 
REVIEWS ; wednes Creprrors’ NoTicss 

BOOKS OF THE WEEK. ovedene — BANKRUPTCY NOTICES......... 
CORRESPON DENCE socen 


| 
EVICTION BY TITLE PARAMOUNT 548 SOCIETIES 
> | 


Cases ‘Reported this Week. 


British and Foreign Insurance Co. v. Gaunt 

Drake Drake v. Given and Others ae ia 

Glebe Sugar Refining Co. Ltd. and Others v. Trustees of 
the Port and Harbours of Greenock oes ; , 

In re Lord Gisborough’s Settled Estates ... aaa _ 

Rex v. County Court Judge of Cheshire and United 
Society of Boilermakers 

Rex v. Wheat: Rex v. Stocks 

Wrightson v. McArthur & Hute shisons L td. 


Current Topics. 


The Opinions of the Law Officers. 

We print on another page the interesting dialogue which 
took place in the House of Commons on the 3rd instant with 
reference to obtaining the opinion of the Law Officers on the 
question of personal allowances and super-tax which was raised 
by Lord Wrensury’s recent letter to The Times (ante. p. 521). 
The official view is that there is no doubt as to the unsoundness of 
Lord WrENBuRY’s contention. As to that we need say nothing. 
It seems to be sufficient that a lawyer of Lord Wrensury’s 
eminence has raised the point. But with regard to the taking 
of the opinion of thé Law Officers and the availability of this 
opinion to the public, it should be remembered that with us 
the opinions of the Law Officers are treated as confidential, 
the practice here differing from that in Americ a, where the 
opinions on executive matters are frequently published officially 
as a justification of the President's conduct; and on depart- 
mental matters they have a quasi-judicial authority, that is, 
they are authoritative for the officials, although of course a 
judgment of a Federal Court would upset them (Bryce, American 
Commonwealth, I. p. 89). But in the present case the Govern 
ment might very well depart from the usual practice and obtain 
and publish the opinion of the Law Officers as to Lord 
WRENBURY’S contention. 


The Law of Property Bill 

A MemoranpuM on the Law of Property Bill has been issued 
[Cmd. 1287], but we have not had the opportunity of con- 
sidering it, and we propose to refer to it more fully next week, 
No doubt it is intended to be the detailed reply to Lord 
DESBOROUGH'S objections to Part I of the Bill which the Lord 
Chancellor promised when the Bill passed the Committee stage 
in the House of Lords. The Memorandum states that the 
main objects of the Bill are simplification and economy. Our 
own attitude towards it has been frequently stated. Notwith- 
standing its length and complexity, there will result a certain 
amount of simplification, mainly in consequence of the abolition 
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of « Opy hold tenure and the clearing of family charges off the titles 
to settled estates. And the amendments of the Conveyancing 
and Settled Land Acts will remove numerous inconveniences. 
But that the Bill will produce anything like the simplification 
which the Lord Chancellor promises we gravely doubt, and 
whatever his own personal belief may be, we imagine that every 
one conversant with conveyancing shares our doubt. It is, 
perhaps, too late to object to the Bill merely on the ground that 
it 1s 

- Monstrum horre ndum rnfor me, tngens, ¢ uilumenademptum.” 
[The last three words we understand refer to the dropping of the 
original Clauses | and 3 which constituted the principle or 
lume nt of the measure | Nor is it fair to put forward Lord Bac ON’S 
hypothetical objection to law reformers, that the re-casting of the 
law “‘ will lure the judges, counsellors of law and students of law 
to school again, and make them to seek what they shall hold 
and advise for law, and it will impose a new charge upon all 
lawyers to furnish themselves with new books of law.’ Bacon 
did not think the objection a good one, and we shall be content 
to scrap the old books, or rather to get some new ones, for con- 
veyancers will have for many a year to know both the old system 
and the new. But with all this drafting and re-drafting why 
cannot the Lord Chancellor give us something approaching real 
simplicity. Elsewhere we speak of NaroLeon and his Codes, and 
we are driven to conjecture what would have happened if this sort 
of draft had been put before him as quite the latest thing in 
simplified law. ‘ Allons, messieurs, commengons” he says 
cheerily, as he takes his seat at the head of the Council; but the 
draft of the Law of Property Bill would soon change his tone, 
and CampBaceéreés and Porrauis and the rest would have an 
unhappy time with the victor of Marengo. To return, we do not 
at present find in the Memorandum any reply to our criticism on 
the new Clause 3, and as we have said, it is by securing in plain 
terms the power of disposition of the legal owner that simplicity 
is to be introduced 


Particulars Delivered Stamp. 


Tue Law Soctery’s Gazerre for this month states that 
to meet the views of the Council of the Law Society certain 
concessions have been made by the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners with regard to dating the particulars under the 
Finance Act, 1910, s. 4, as amended by the Finance Act, 1920. 
At present the P.D. form provides that “ a copy of any plan 
necessary for the identification of the property transferred 
or leased should be furnished.” The following is the proposed 
change : 

“ The Commissioners propose to substitute for these words in the 
form a statement that, in future, it will not be necessary to furnish 
» plan of the property except in the case of vacant building plots, 
or where the particulars of the parcels given under a previous heading 
(heading No. 5) in the form are insufficient for identification purposes, 
The Commissioners propose also to dispense altogether with the 
production of a copy, or delivery of particulars of the instrument, in 
the case of the grant of a lease for a term not execeding thirty years, 
and in the case of the assignment of a lease where the unexpired term 
does not exceed 30 years, 

“ The instrument itself must, however, be produced for stamping 
with the ‘ Particulars Delivered’ Stamp in the absence of which it 
is deemed not to be duly stamped. 

‘ These arrangements will take effect as from the 18th May, 1921.” 


The Council, while welcoming the concessions, repeat their 
opinion that the remainder of s. 4 should be repealed, thus 
doing away entirely with the necessity for the delivery of 
particulars and the stamp. 


Sir Edward Carson at the Bar. 


THE RETAINER of ‘Sir Epwarp Carson as counsel for Arch- 
deacon WAKEFORD in his unsuccessful appeal has reminded the 
Bar that Sir Epwarp Carson holds a unique place among 
present day common law practitioners. No other man still in 


active practice has enjoyed for so long a leading position at the 
Bar. Sir Epwarp was a rising junior in Dublin when Sir Joun 
Simon and Lord BirKENHEAD were still in the cradle, and after 
his call to the English Bag three-and-thirty years ago, he 


at once achieved a place in the very front rank. Sir CHaRLEs 
Russett and Sir Epwarp Ciark were his only rivals. The 
former of these two both at the Bar, and a few years later 
when he had become Lord Chief Justice, found in Sir Epwarp 
Carson the only advocate who was not more or less visibly afraid of 
him. The two great Irish masters of every forensic art differed 
from each other in sympathies, in political creed, in social views, 
in religious creed and ethical ideals; but they were alike in 
the capacity to dominate all lesser spirits, and in ruthless 
Hibernian courage. Sir Epwarp, surely, has had a longer 
career as one of the two or three first-rank advocates of the 
day, than any of his contemporaries or his predecessors. He 
shows no signs, either, of yet receiving his “ knock-out” blow 
at the hand of any of the more youthful practitioners who have 
recently sprung into celebrity. Such staying-power would be 
remarkable in anyone, but in an Irishman it seems to run counter 
to all our preconceptions of Celtic instability. Sir Epwarp 
is Scoto-Irish, however, and that may make a difference. 


Politics and the Bar. 


Wuar ts still more remarkable is the unique position of dual 
standing, at the bar and in politics, possessed by Sir Epwarp 
Carson. The Bar is a stern taskmaster or a jealous mistress, 
whichever image you prefer. So, too, is the world of politics. 
To achieve a high success in either, a man usually finds it 
necessary to limit his interests and to sacrifice everything else 
to the chosen career. But Sir Epwarp Carson has not only 
been for thirty years an unquestioned power at the Bar, he has 
for at least fifteen of those years held an equally great place in 
politics. It is well-known that, both in 1907 and this year, he 
could have led the Unionist party had he not preferred to stand 
aside. He could also have been the first premier of the new 
Ulster Parliament. He is to-day the only non-official member 
of the Unionist party whose views on any question carry great 
weight with the House of Commons. And, for a time during 
the war, he was one of the “ Five” who formed the War Cabinet 
and helped to rule the country. What is perhaps equally 
remarkable is that, although a successful lawyer, he has always 
been an extreme, not to say a fanatical, partisan in politics. 
He has preferred the success of the causes in which he believes 
to that of his party or his own personal ambition. It must be 
admitted that this is seldom the case with successful lawyer- 
politicians. To be cautious, not to say time-serving, is one of 
their accepted attributes. But there are many distinguished 
exceptions to day, as always. ‘To mention them, however, would 
perhaps be invidious. 


Lawyer Politicians of the Victorian Age. 

As a matrer of fact, however, at every period of English 
history there have been lawyers who won a position of great 
eminence in polities. As a rule, however, such men have not 
been in the very front rank at the Bar: their political weight, 
added to a respectable but not a great position at the Bar, has 
carried them on to high office in the State. Two conspicuous 
examples, of course, are those giants of an earlier day, BkroucHaM 
and Lynpuurst. Henry Brovenam, indeed, was a man 
who attempted all things and achieved some sort of success 
in nearly all. He was a statesman and a reformer, but while 
he must be remembered with gratitude for a multitude of humane 
and philanthropic amendments of our narrow common law, 
his egotism and overbearing temper prevented him from leading 
his party or even taking a foremost place among its counsellors. 
“The Whigs are all ciphers: I am the unit which gives them a 
value ” was his proud boast when admitted to the great Reform 
Cabinet of 1830; but it was untrue. Earl Grey, Lord ALrHorpP, 
and Lord Joun Russet, were far from being ciphers, and they 
soon got rid of their imperious and impossible colleague. There- 
after he shone as a free lance in the House of Lords, like many 
another ex-Chancellor in recent or ancient days. LYNDHURST, too, 
although a more human and complaisant personality than 





Brovueuam, and a far greater parliamentary orator, failed to win 
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the a of a party or of the House of Lords. He 
was always listened to by the Peers—at ninety he was still 
the “ old man eloquent ’—but there was lack of a consistent 
creed behind his plausibilities of the moment, and he had no 
enduring influence. Such, indeed, is apt to be the fate of the 
lawyer-politician, however successful ! : 


A Great Lawyer on Military Executions. 


WE notice that Mr. T. P. O'Connor in the House of Commons 
on Monday spoke of the execution by order of a court-martial 
of Patrick Casey recently within twenty-five hours of his arrest 
as an “ extraordinary, terrible, and an entirely new precedent in 
the administration even of martial law.” We agree that it is 
extraordinary and terrible, and, as to that, it ison the same footing 
as much else which is happening in Ireland on the side of Sinn Fein 
and of the Crown forces alike ; but there exists for it a precedent 
which, owing to the opinion of the eminent lawyer who advised 
as to its legality, should be of special interest to our readers. The 
precedent is the execution of Cornetius Grogan on Wexford 
Bridge during the rebellion of 1798. He was an infirm and half- 
witted, but very wealthy, country gentleman, who for some reason 
not very clearly explained, was with the rebels, and appeared to 
be leading them. On the surrender of Wexford he was seized 
at his country house whither he had retired, and tried and con- 
demned by court-martial. ‘The spectacle,” says Lecxy 
(History of Ireland, IV, p. 866) ‘“‘ of this feeble old man, with his 
long white hair steaming over his shoulders, wrapped in flannels 
and tottering on his crutches painfully, but very placidly, to the 
gallows, was certainly not fitted to inspire the people with much 
reverence for the law.” That is a remark that can be made about 
all these military executions, whether they are of white-haired 
old men, or boys of eighteen, or fathers of families. But not only 
was CORNELIUs GRoGAN executed ; his property was also forfeited 
under an Act of Attainder passed against him by the Irish 
Parliament, and it was in an attempt to obtain a reversal of the 
attainder that the opinion of Francis Harcrave was invoked. 


The Case of Cornelius Grogan. 


YROBABLY THERE is no English lawyer off the Bench whose 
reputation has stood so high in his life, and has lasted so long 
after his death, as Francis Harcrave. Many of his opinions 
were published in the three volumes of “ Jurisconsult Exercita- 
tions,” and the one we are noticing is to be found in Vol. I, p. 399. 
On the legality of the execution Harcrave found it unnecessary 
to pronounce positively, because there had been Irish Acts which 
had expressly recognized martial law,'and after the Union an Act 
of the United Kingdom to the same effect; so Harcrave 
thought it would be useless, in view of those statutes, to raise the 
question of legality. He advised that the safer course would be 
to try to obtain an Act reversing the attainder in the special 
circumstances of the case. But the special interest of the matter 
lies in the note which, in the volume in question, he prefixed to 
his opinion, and in which he repudiated the notion that martial 
law to such an extent was the law of England without an express 
Act of Parliament. Writing in the third person: “ He saw the 
right of putting rebels to death in battle while’ the battle lasted. 
He also saw the right to arrest those found in actual rebellion 
or duly charged with being traitors, and to have them imprisoned 
for trial and punishment according to the law of treason. But he 
could not see that punishing and trying rebels according to martial 
law was, when Mr. Grocan was tried and put to death, part of the 
English law as it was administered in England, or even as it 
was administered in Ireland.” Lord Chief Justice Cockpurn 
cited this passage in support of his own views when he revised for 
publication his charge to the grand jury in R. v. Nelson & Brand 
(Special Report, p. 62), and it remains the most authoritative 
statement we have of the limits of martial law. Some acts done 
under the supposed protection of martial law are rather acts of 
annoyance than of serious import, such as the fining of people for 
declining to exhibit Proclamations, and the censoring of the 


———— 





destruction of property without any proof of overt rebellion 
being given is a more serious matter, but the gravest exercise of 
martial law is the execution of prisoners without the restraints 
imposed by due trial. We need not follow the distinction which 
th, ‘rish Attorney-General attempts"to draw between courts- 
mar tial under the Restoration of Order (Ireland) Act, and military 
courts in a martial law area. The latter are no more than non- 
statutory courts-martial, and they are subject at common law 
to the limits laid down by Mr. Harcrave. We do not forget 
Marais’ Case, or the recent decisions of the King’s Bench Division 
in Ireland, but none of them, assuming they are correct and 
authoritative, impugns the foregoing statement. 


Civil Appeals in Criminal Causes. 

A CURIOUS EXCEPTION to the ordinary rule that the Court of 
Appeal cannot entertain an appeal in any “ Criminal Cause or 
Matter ” is to be found in the case of an indictment for the non- 
repair of a highway. Whether such an indictment is tried at 
assizes or in the High Court, there is an appeal against conviction, 
and that appeal lies not to the Court of Criminal Appeal, but to 
the Court of Appeal. This anomaly is the result of statutory 
enactment. For s. 20 (3) of the Court of Criminal Appeal Act, 
1907, is in these terms: “ Notwithstanding anything in any 
other Act, an appeal shall lie from a conviction on indictment at 
common law in relation to the non-repair or obstruction of any 
highway, public bridge or navigable river in whatever court the 
indictment is tried, in all respects as though the conviction were 
a verdict in a civil action tried at assizes, and shall not lie under 
this Act.” We have italicised the words “ at common law,” 
because they may easily be overlooked in a hasty perusal. No 
doubt they appear in the section per incuriam, for the Legislature 
can scarcely have intended to distinguish between common law 
indictments and statutory indictments for obstructions of 
highways. But the effect of the words is clear and cannot be 
evaded, If a person is convicted of non-repair or obstruction 
ona statutory indictment, it would seem that his appeal is to the 
Court of Criminal Appeal ; whereas if the indictment is a common 
law one, the remedy is in the civil Court of Appeal (see Ross, 
Criminal Appeal, p. 11). Where the inhabitants of a parish are 
indicted for non-repair of a parochial highway, the indictment is 
a common law indictment ; but where the County Council as the 
result of the Local Government Act of 1886, is indicted for non- 
repair of a main road, it would seem that the indictment is 
statutory. So the dictum is of some practical importance 
(Archbold, Criminal Pleadings, pp. 1340, et seq.). It should also 
be noted that even a common law indictment continues to be 
appealable to the Cougt of Criminal Appeal when it is for an 
offence to highways other than non-repair or obstruction (ibid). 
And, of course, where the person indicted is acquitted, no appeal 
will lie, for that remedy is given only in the case of a conviction. 
Generally speaking, an indictment for non-repair of a highway is 
commenced on circuit, but removed by certiorari into the High 
Court. 


Criminal Remedies for Civil Wrongs. 


THE REASON FoR this well-meant, but insufficiently drafted, 
sub-section in the Court of Criminal Appeal Act, of course, is to 
give due recognition to the unquestionable fact that, in substance, 
non-repair of a highway is a civil and not a criminal wrong. 
In fact, indictment for non-repair is a criminal remedy for a 
civil wrong. It is the exact converse of a penal action, which is 
a civil remedy for an act of essentially a criminal type. The 
existence of such a criminal remedy, of course, is a pure matter 
of historical accident. At common law the inhabitants at large 
were liable to repair the highway, a parochial liability in the case 
of roads, and a county liability in the case of bridges. If this duty 
was not observed, no common law action existed which could 
secure its performance. There was no contract or breach of 
contract. There was no tort committed. The duty was too 
indefinite to be enforced by mandamus. Hence an indictment 





accounts of executions so as to conceal popular sympathy. The 





was the only feasible remedy. Two inhabitants of the parish 
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or the county, as the case might be, were selected as representative 
defendants, and indicted. In course of time a series of Highway 
Acts constituted surveyors of highways, and imposed on them the 
duty of seeing that the highway was repaired, but gave no 
convenient remedy against them. Later, the early Public Health 
Acts substituted a Board of Health for the surveyors, and in 1875 
District Councils replaced the Board of Health, a reform completed 
by the Local Government Act of 1894. But to this day no simple 
civil remedy against a defaulting or negligent council has been 
provided by the Legislature or discovered by the courts, so that the 
old and anachronistic remedy by indictment has still to be 
employed. It should be added that until 1888, the inhabitants 
of the county were not liable for the repair of main roads, but the 
duty was imposed upon the county councils by the Local Govern- 
ment Act which created those bodies in 1888. To this day there 
is some diversity of opinion among text-book writers as io whether 
or not a county council is the proper body to indict for non-repair 
ofa main road. The view taken by some practitioners is that the 
inhabitants of the county should be indicted, selecting two as 
defendants—the procedure adopted for non-repair of a bridge— 
but this view seems erroneous, and the practice is to indict the 
county council. 


Sufficiency of Alternative Accommodation. 


Many Persons have noticed that, under the Rent Restriction 
Act, 1920, no limit is placed on the number of houses a tenant may 
occupy as a statutory privileged tenant under the Act. Section 
5 (1) protects the occupier from eviction so long as he performs 
the covenants of the tenancy, unless the landlord can bring 
himself within one of the exceptions enumerated in the various 
subsections. One of these is the case of a landlord of the premises 
who requires them for one of the purposes set out in s.s. 5 (1) (9), 
who can show that there is “ alternative accommodation” of a 
suitable kind for the tenant. Even in that case, the county court 
judge can only make an order for possession if“ in any such case 
as aforesaid the Court considers it reasonable to make an order.”’ 
Now in Flint v. Bad (Times, 10th inst.) the Divisional Court— 
on appeal from a county court judge who refused to make an 
order in the landlord’s favour—had to consider two interesting 
problems arising out of this subsection. The tenant lived in 
a public-house, but possessed a week-end cottage which she 
occasionally occupied: her doctor advised her for reasons of 
health to do so whenever she could. This week-end cottage 
the landlord sought to recover under the Act. He contended that, 
where a person already has a house to live in, there is a 
prima facie presumption that he or she has sufficient “ alter- 
native accommodation,” and the landlord need not offer to 
find other such accommodation for the tenant. At least, that is 
what the argument for the landlord amounted to in substance ; 
it was not put in quite those words. The Court held, however, 
that no such presumption exists, and that in any case, the judge 
might properly hold that it was unreasonable to deprive a person 
of a week-end cottage, where reasons of health rendered its 
use essential and advisable. No doubt the situation was not 
foreseen by the draftsman. 


The National Association of Loca! Government Officers. 


Ir is ANNOUNCED in the Press that the National Association 
of Local Government Officers is about to meet at Edinburgh 
this year. This body is of great interest to solicitors, partly 
because it now embraces a large number of members of the pro- 
fession—who are town clerks, urban district clerks, and clerks to 
justices or poor law guardians, as well as holders of other offices— 
and partly because its president is Sir Homewoop CrawrorD, 
the City Solicitor. As the membership is now 40,000, the phe- 
nomenal growth of our local government service throughout the 
country is at once apparent. One of the great advantages 
of associations of this kind is that they can, if they please, do 
a great deal to secure some kind of uniformity in the bye-laws 
and regulations of the various local authorities. Solicitors 
who serve local bodies in advisory capacities have deservedly 





great influence, but they are generally afraid to use it for fear 
of being suspected of partisanship. That is a natural and just 
fear. But it need not prevent a town clerk, for example, pointing 
out to his municipal corporation the desirability of following the 
precedents for bye-laws used by other bodies. At present, some 
sort of uniformity in local government administration is secured 
by the influence of the Home Office and the Ministry of Health, 
who frame ‘“ Model Bye-Laws,” and try to get authorities to 
adopt them. But there is still too much useless diversity, and 
solicitors can do much to assist in diminishing this waste of 
public effort. 








The Codes of Napoleon. 


ENGLAND, if it does not love coalitions, still less loves codes. 
Here and there, spasmodically, a minor code may appear—for 
sale of goods, for bills of exchange, for marine insurance—but 
for the whole law, by no means. There would be so many 
libraries to be destroyed, and the work of the judge and the 
lawyer alike would cease to be interesting ; and perhaps the law 
would cease to grow and to adapt itself to changing social 
conditions. One of the most distinguished of living jurists, 
M. ALVAREz, some of whose work has been made available for 
English reader in the final volume of the Continental Legal 
History Series—the great work planned and carried out under 
the auspices of the Association of American Law Schools*—has 
discussed the leading place of judicial decision in the English 
system of law and the subsidiary and almost casual position of 
statute law. “ The English have a correct appreciation of 
man’s inability to make time and space subservient to legal texts. 
They, therefore, systematically avoid enacting laws of a general 
character, or such as regulate an entire subject in a final way. 
Legislative rules are limited to determinate groups of facts. 
Laws are passed upon specified points; the statutes are later 
generalized or réformed, and this is what gives to English laws 
their specific character.”” (The Progress of Continental Law in 
the Nineteenth Century, p. 257). And later (p. 258): “ It is 
not always easy, indeed, to know exactly what the lawis. But for 
this very reason it remains attached to that social environment to 
which its rules apply. However great the respect of the judge for 
decided cases, the law developes in harmony with the needs of 
the sphere where it operates. In this way the law invariably 
makes place for the new jural relationships resulting from social 
evolution. It is, therefore, never in conflict with justice.” The 
last sentence, of course, goes too far, for often enough a judge 
finds it impossible to mould the law to what is admitted to be the 
abstract justice of the case ; but the whole dissertation admirably 
hits off the fundamental advantage of English case law, and the 
defect which, from‘the’first , was foreseen to be inherent in codes. 

The Centenary of the death of NaPougon has brought into 
prominence his greatest and most permanent work. The idea 
of a code was of course not his, nor even the idea of repeating 
for France the work of Justinian. “ The vain titles of the 
victories of JustmntaNn,” wrote GiBBon, “ are crumbled into dust ; 
but the name of the legislator is inscribed on a fair and ever- 
lasting monument.” The revival in modern times of the idea 
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.of a code was due to the philosophic speculations of the eighteenth 

century which preceded the Revolution, and the realization of the 
idea was one of the first tasks of the revolutionary legislature. 
The original attempts to frame a short and simple code upon the 
basis of natural law—‘ the Code of Nature, sanctioned by 
reason and guaranteed by liberty ”—were not successful. The 
task was entrusted to CampBacéris, and he produced three 
successive drafts. But in the course of the work it was found that, 
while public institutions might be swept away at one stroke, 
private law which governs the daily life of the individual was not 
so easily got rid of. In fact, the simplicity of philosophical 
principles had to be dropped ; the actual but diversified laws of 
France—in the north, the customary laws long perpetuated in the 
customs of Paris and Normandy; in the south,the written law based 
on the Roman Code—had to be considered, and the real task was to 
reduce these to a consistent whole with such changes as the cireum- 
stances of the time required. The foundations of the work had 
been laid by Poruuse in his great treatise on the Laws of France, 
and CamBacéres, as he proceeded from draft to draft, got nearer 
to the true conception of what was required. But success did not 
come until Napro.eon, during his brief period of rest at the 
commencement of the nineteenth century, had time to turn‘from 
the stress of war to the less exciting but more useful task of the 
reconstruction of society. 

We have not space to give any detailed account of the manner 
in which the codes were prepared. The Civil Code is the one 
which specially bears the name of NaPoLeon and which is best 
known. For its evolution we may refer to the brilliant article 
by Mr. J. E. G. De Monrmorency, Quain Professor of Com- 
parative Law in the University of London in The Times Napoleon 
Supplement of the 5th inst. A very interesting account of all the 
Codes by Mr. H. A. L. Fisner is contained in the Napoleon 
volume of the Cambridge Modern History. And reference may 
be made to the account by ALison (History of;Europe, chap. 35). 
The actual operation of the codes, and their influence on the law 
of other countries, can be studied in the volumes of the Con- 
tinental Legal History Series. Campacérés was included in the 
lawyers whom NaPoLeon summoned to his aid. The others 
included Troncuet, PortALisand Bigot DE PREAMENEAU. But 
Napo.eon himself, as is well known, took a very active part in 
the proceedings of the Commission. He presided over thirty-five 
out of 87 sittings, and encouraged free discussion. He had at 
least one pet principle of his own—the subjection of women— 
to embody, and accordingly the Code required that the wife should 
obey her husband ; and perhaps with Joserutne in his mind he 
wished to keep the door open to divorce. But it must not, be 
supposed that private considerations were his prevailing guide,and 
Mr. FisHer expressly repudiates any such notion. His interest in 
the Code was as effective as it was keen, and he regarded it as his 
own child. “ My glory is not to have won forty battles ; Waterloo 
will destroy the memory of as many victories; .. . . but what 
nothing will destroy, what will live eternally, is my Civil Code.” 

The Civil Code, commenced in 1800, was only one of a series 
that were issued between 1804 and 1808. There was the Code of 
Civil Procedure, the Penal Code, and the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, and the Commercial Code. The personal work of 
NaPOLEON was not so great in these as in the Civil Code, but he 
took an active interest in the drafting of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. The last great effort in the formulation of Criminal 
Procedure had been the Ordinance of 1670, largely the work of 
CotBert: History of Continental Criminal Procedure (pp. 183 
et seq), but it perpetuated the atrocities of torture. For con- 
viction the confession of the accused was in many cases required, 
and it could only be obtained by torture. This and the state of 
the prisons had long been the subject of attack. ‘“ A prison,” 
said Vo.raire, “ need not resemble a palace, but no more is it 
necessary that it should resemble a charnel-house.” But the 
pre-revolutionary philosophers looked not only to such obvious 
reforms as the abolition of torture. Montesquieu had praised 
the English jury system, and his praises soon became current coin. 


Orleans, was excused from criminal jurisdiction because he 
could not endure the sight of the sufferings. One of the first 
effects of the Revolution was to abolish torture as a means of 
criminal investigation and to introduce trial by jury. “ The 
Constituent Assembly,” says M. Esmein (p. 425)“ had endowed 
France forever with this magnificent institution, which has since 
spread throughout Europe with the representative régime. 
It is one of the great benefits for which we must be eternally 
grateful to it.” This was by the Law of 1791. But when in 
1808 the draft Code of Criminal Procedure was under discussion, 
the question was vigorously debated, and there was stro 
opposition. The French character, it was said, was not suited 
to the institution. ‘‘ Let us allow the English to live in their 
own way and let us live in ours.” Of the list of questions dealin 
with general principles, drawn up by order of the Emperor an 
presented to the State’s Council, the first eight dealt with the 
jury: “ Shall the institution of the jury be preserved?” ete. 
The debates were keen and exciting. Ultimately NaPoLeon 
was in favour of the jury, and it was saved. 


But, of course, no sooner was the Civil Code started, than 
questions arose how it was to be worked. Naro.eon apparently 
thought that it would give a complete working guide for judges, 
and he was indignant when the first commentary appeared. 
This, however, was not the opinion of others. The draftsmen 
themselves recognized that the Code was not complete by the 
provision that where it was silent the judge himself was to 
create the rule to be applied. And jurists, such as Portacis, 
knew that much must be “ left to usage, to the discussion of men 
learned in the law, to the decision of judges.” Statute law 
could only establish the principles of the law in broad outline, 
“It is for the judge and jurist, imbued with the general spirit 
of the laws, to direct their application.” And there was the 
question, too, how codification was to be reconciled with the 
development of the law. Even the freedom of judicial decision 
enjoyed in English-speaking countries, cannot, as we well know, 
always adapt the law to changing social conditions. But into 
this we cannot enter, nor into any general criticism of the Code 
itself, against which it has been urged that it reflected only the 
extreme individualism of the times, and was meant for the 
property-owning and not for the labouring classes. The progress 
towards solidarity, or social interdependence, is becoming more 
and more marked, and the law must keep up with the changed 
tendencies amid which we live. 


Another interesting aspect of the matter is the influence of the 
Code in foreign countries. In countries like Belgium, annexed 
to France during the Napoleonic Wars, it came into force 
immediately upon.its promulgation. It was imposed on other 
countries, like Italy and Holland, by later conquest. And some 
minor parts of Germany and some Swiss Cantons adopted it 
voluntarily. Though on the fall of the Empire some of these gains, 
such as Italy, were lost. But apart from direct adoption, 
codification raised the question of similar action elsewhere. 
Austria was the first German country to have a Civil Code. This 
was promulgated in 1811, and spread more or less completely to 
the countries to the East, such as Serbia and Croatia. In Germany 
proper the work of codification was delayed by the rise of the 
historical school, with Savieny at its head, too busy with the 
sources and development of law to care to fix it in final form, and 
of the same nature was the later work of the equally illustrious 
Inertnc. Another aspect of the same spirit is found in the 
studies of our own MAINE in early comparative law. But mean- 
while the numerous digests of the Roman law as received in Ger- 
many—Pandektenrecht, really the German common law—of 
which WINDSCHEID’s work (second ed. 1867)was a good example— 
were preparing the way for the German Civil Code of 1900—as 
PoruierR had done for France—which, from the excellence of its 


arrangement and contents aroused much interest in France; 
and shortly afterwards French and German jurists joined in the 
celebrating the centenary of Naroreon’s Code. Italy pro- 
mulgated a Civil Code in 1868, 


The latest Code is that of 





Beccarta, Vottaire, and Rovssgav can all be quoted in its 
support, and Pornier, who was for many years a judge at 


Switzerland of 1907, 
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The English-speaking countries alone seem to remain outside 
codification, and yet it is 300 years now since Bacon urged that 
the multiplicity of reports and the intricacies of statutes required 
that they should be adjusted and simplified, and put schemes for 
doing this before James I (see the end of “ The Advancement of 
Learning,’ and for his ‘‘ Proposition touching the Amendment of 
the Laws,” and “ Offer of Digest of the Laws,’ see Montagu’s 


edition of his works, vol. 2, pp. 337, 353). Anyone who 
should do this, he said, would have a good right to be 
classed among the benefactors of mankind. The work 


which has been done in continental countries has earned 
the praise which Bacon pronounced. Whether it should be 
done by codification or not is a question which is still with 
us a matter of debate. The alternative lies in the collections 
of law and the digests with which we are familiar ; works excellently 
done, but left to private enterprise. For the present we manage to 
get along with this apparatus, and if the mass of reports was 
beyond bearing in Bacon’s time, what is to be said of them now ? 
And in the United States we imagine the condition is much worse. 
But over the water there is steady work going on for uniform laws. 
What authority in this country will succeed in being the 
NaPo.eon of the Law ? 








Eviction by Title Paramount. 


Ir 1s seldom that a case arises in our courts in which it is possible 
to suggest that a tenant has been evicted through the re-occupancy 
of a freehold estate by the Crown. Yet this was the main con- 
tention in the extremely interesting case of Curling v. Matthey 
(Times, 10th inst.). It did notconvince BAILHACHE, J., who tried 
the case as judge of first instance, nor Bankes and Younaer, L.JJ., 
in the Court of Appeal. But Lord Justice Arkin, who delivered 
an able dissenting judgment, accepted the contention, so that 
the point is obviously arguable. The circumstances are so 
interesting and instructive that a note of the case may prove 
useful. 


The plaintiff was the owner of a house and fourteen acres of 
ldnd in Hertfordshire. The defendant was the tenant by a lease, 
commencing in March, 1898, and expiring twenty-one years 
later, namely in March, 1919. ,There had been two assign- 
ments and a subletting. Now in February, 1918, the Military 
Authorities took the premises for an internment camp where 
prisoner of war were confined. They directed the actual occupier 
to leave, and they made some, but only a partial, use of the 
land. In February, 1919, the premises were destroyed by fire. 
The Military Authorities remained on in possession until June 
1920, some nine months after the lease of twenty-one years 
had in fact expired. The tenant, it should be added, had 
covenanted by his lease, inter alia, (1) to keep the premises 
in good repair, (2) to yield them up in good repair, (3) to insure 
them against fire, (4) to rebuild after a fire, and (5) to apply the 
insurance moneys to that purpose, paying himself any extra 
cost. 


Well, in the events narrated, the tenant paid his rent down 
to Christmas, 1918, and then refused to pay more rent. He 
also claimed to be released from all his remaining obligations, 
and the ground on which these claims were made are exceedingly 
interesting. For his first contention was that the Crown had 
resumed the premises by virtue of its prerogative in time of 
war and had evicted him. Such an eviction, he argued, was 
eviction by title paramount, which in accordance with a very 
well-known rule of law terminates all lesser interests in the land 
so resumed. Under the feudal system, we need hardly say, 
the legal position is this: The Crown is paramount lord of 
the land and has in it an interest of dominium eminens. The 
freeholder has an estate in fee simple or otherwise, which is a 
tenancy held in perpetuity of the Crown. The leaseholder has 
@ chattel interest. If the Crown resumes the occupancy 








under a good legal title, whether by forfeiture or by escheat 
or statute, then the freehold estate vanishes, and with it 
disappear the lesser interests carved out of it. One might 
a priori have expected those lesser interests to remain subject 
to the Crown as formerly they were subject to the freeholders ; 
but this is not in law a possible solution. For the freehold 
estate is not transferred to or resumed by the Crown : it vanishes 
altogether. There is no reversion in fee simple on which a 
term can depend. A Crown lease, of course, is possible; but 
that is quite a different kind of estate, not here in question. 


Now it is clear that the Secretary of State for War acts by 
virtue of the prerogative when he seizes land in time of war. 
His act is the act of the Crown. And if such act were equivalent 
to a resumption upon forfeiture or escheat, it is probable that 
the seizure would amount to an eviction by title paramount ; 
it would terminate both the landlord’s and the tenant’s interests. 
But the Court of Appeal felt a great difficulty in treating such 
a seizure as at all equivalent or even analogous to an escheat or 
a forfeiture. For in both these latter cases the Crown definitely 
claims to be seised of the property to the exclusion of rival owners. 
But here the Crown only claimed to be in temporary possession 
of it for war purposes. The Crown, of course, can take a lease 
of property for Crown purposes from a subject, and often does 
so. When, for example, a Territorial Regiment hires a drill hall 
under a tenancy agreement, the tenant is technically the Crown, 
and in consequence the property in fact escapes liability to rates. 
There is therefore no legal impossibility in the Crown occupying 
land merely as the tenant of the owner in fee or of any lesser 
occupier. The Crown, too, can claim a right to take land on lease 
for war purposes ; it is not bound to acquire the fee simple. It 
is therefore, a matter of nice consideration whether the occupation 
of land by the Crown under the prerogative in time of war 
amounts to any one of three different things : namely (1) resump- 
tion of the land by title paramount, (2) the creation of a lease 
to the Crown by operation of law, or (3) a mere temporary licence 
to use it for military purposes. Certainly the latter seems, 
both on grounds of general principle and on the analogy of 
other cases where a contractual relationship is created by operation 
of law, to be the most natural way of interpreting the legal 
status thus created. And such was the view taken by Mr. Justice 
BAILHACHE as well as of the majority of the Court of Appeal. 


Incidentally it may be*worth while referring to the two other 
grounds on which the tenant relied to show that his obligations 
under the lease terminated upon seizure by the Crown. His 
second contention was very interesting. It amounted to an 
attempt to apply the well-known and familiar rule of Taylor v. 
Caldwell, (3 B. & 8. 826), to the present set of facts. In other 
words, he contended that the seizure amounts to a “ frustration 
of the adventure” for which the lease had been granted, and 
that the latter thereupon terminated by operation of law owing 
to impossibility of performance. Were a lease merely two com- 
plementary contractual promises, this analogy would be sound 
enough. But a lease is a contract executed on both sides, at 
least, probably, at the moment the tenant has entered into 
possession. ‘To such an executed contract, it is settled later, 
the dictum of “ frustrated adventure” has no application. 
Indeed, this was decided so long ago as Paradine v. Jane (1648, 
Aleyn, 26). 

The final contention of the defendant,which convinced Mr. Justice 
Baituacue and Lord Justice Arkin, but failed to convince 
the majority of the Court of Appeal, was almost equally ingenious. 
He argued that the seizure by the Secretary of State for War by 
virtue of the prerogative was an“ Act of State,” and as such 
released all parties concerned from obligations arising under it : 
Buron v. Denman (1848, 2 Ex. 167). But surely, an “ Act of 
State”’ must be an act at the expense of some foreign enemy 
or internal rebel? There can be no “ Act of State” at 
the expense of a loyal subject. Such a subject can always 
produce his legal remedies against the Crown, Hence, this third 
contention, also, appears to fail. 
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Napoleon as Lawgiver. 


Napoleon I is remembered as a great soldier and a great, if unfortunate, 
statesman. What is often forgotten is that he was also, in a certain sense, 
& great jurist and legislator. He was not himself a lawyer, of course. A 
cadet of the French Military School of Brienne, and a subaltern of artillery, 
he was bred a soldier and it was by arms that he fought his way up to the 
position of dictatorial power in France and Europe he occupied for nearly 
twenty years. But, as Mr. Fisher has shrewdly put it, Napoleon was at 
heart essentially an administrator and lawgiver who acted as his own 
executive officer; he tamed France and conquered half the Continent in 
order that he might impose upon it the most perfect and equitable legal 
system which his orderly and symmetrical genius had devised. As a matter 
of fact, the Code Napoléon, which bears his name, has a good right to 
bear it. He very largely inspired its provisions. Dr. Holland Rose, in 
his classical Biography of Buonaparte, has told the story of his interferences 
in the deliberations of the council of lawyers who framed the famous Code, 
or rather series of Codes, and how his imperious will insisted on shaping it 
in directions not wholly in sympathy with those desired by his legal advisers. 

It was in 1801, after his return from Egypt and his election as First 
Consul, that Napoleon turned his attention to the framing of the Code. 
The work had nm commenced as long ago as 1789; the Constituent 
Assembly had appointed a committee of lawyers to overhaul the antiquated 
laws of France and devise a system more in accordance with humane 
sentiment and liberal economic views. For the laws of the Ancien Régime 
were almost the most barbarous in Europe: only the ukases of the 
Muscovite Ozars breathe a less liberal spirit. Nobles and clergy were still 
classes above the law: they could not be taxed or tried in ordinary law- 
courts. Indeed, the much abused Lettres de Cachet issued by the Kings 
of France, consigning members of the privileged orders amongst others to 
the dungeons of the Bastille, without a trial, were very largely a necessity 
due to the difficulty of attaching a noble or a priest under the ordinary 
law of France. Their land was free from all feudal burdens, including the 
corvées, or forced labour on the roads, which bore so hardly on the peasantry. 
A noble, even if convicted by one of the King’s special courts, was not 
subject to ordinary punishments: he was beheaded, not broken on the 
wheel like the members—however rich and eminent—of the despised 
“third estate.” Breaking on the wheel, branding, mutilation, whipping, 
these were the ordinary penalties inflicted by law on the ordinary citizen, 
The criminal law, indeed, was frightfully barbarous. 

Again, the country was full of privileged corporations, No man could 
follow any trade unless he belonged to a special corporation, and into this he 
usually had to be born. Moreover, every town had a monopoly of some 
special form of trade. Every province, too, had its own trade customs and 
a system of common law quite different from that of every other province. 
Each had its own Parlement, a body of hereditary judges, who could sell 
their office or devise it at death, who declared its own special privileges and 
laws. The King’s justice, indeed, was universal throughout France so 
far as the more serious crimes were concerned, but the lesser offences were 
different everywhere. Land was held by a different system in every 
province. Peasants’ and burghers’ land, too, was held on the allodial 
system of Ancient Rome, whereas the land of the nobles was held by feudal 
tenures, as in England. In Normandy, it is true, the English system of 
land tenure was universal; but the customs of Normandy were peculiar. 
The general rule elsewhere, with its distinction between allodial and feudal 
lands, arose out of the peculiar character of the Frankishconquest. Clovis 
and his Franks seized the better lands of France and held them by feudal 
tenure of the King. The civilized provincials, so far as allowed to dwell 
in freedom on a portion of their lands, retained in those reserved areas 
their own Roman system of law and the customs which had gradually 
grown up. It will be seen, then, that the laws of France were diverse and 
anomalous. 

All this the Reformers of 1789 proceeded to sweep away. They decided 
to frame one common system of laws for France, based on the Roman Law, 
The Feudal law was to go. So were the provincial customary laws. So was 
the Canon law, which regulated marriage and wills. So was the * King’s 
Justice,” i.¢., the criminal and fiscal laws. A series of codes were to take 
their place. There was to be a civil code, a criminal code, and a commercial 
code, Committees of eminent jurists, assisted by administrative chiefs 
of departments, were to meet and frame these new codes. 

But three difficulties prevented the completion of the task. One was 
the series of civil disturbances, the Terror and the Thermidorian reaction, 
which interrupted all ordinary business, government or otherwise, and sent 
many of the committee tothe guillotine. A second cause of delay was the 
foreign wars, first that of defence against the German Diet and the invading 
emigrant loyalists; later, the wars of Napoleon against England and 
Austria. Lastly, there were endless divisions amongst the jurists them- 

selves. Some were “ civilians,” and considered the law of Rome all but 

rfect; others were inconoclasts and wished to apply the principles of 

usseau to all the affairs oflife. Others again were physiocrats, who were 
enthusiasts for the new political economy and “ laissez faire.” Some, on the 
other hand, were communists or socialists, and wished to restrict the rights 


of property. The Tower of Babel did not hold a greater medley of 
discordant voices. 

Upon this scene there entered Napoleon. 
the work through. 
himself and speed up its labours. 
was rushed 


He was determined to see 
So he decided to sit on each one of the three Committees 
He did so most effectually. The work 
through, and in three years more the great Code was on active 











service in the French law-courts. Dr. Holland Rose tells us that this was 
almost entirely the result of Napolecn’s energy and persistence. Wherever 
disputes arose, he settled the matter at once. Indeed, again and again, 
he overruled decisions already taken unanimously by the lawyers, but not 
approved by him. The direction of his mind showed itself in the matters 
with which he interfered, and the result of his decisions showed itself 
in ways of the utmost importance in the social future of France. There 
were three chief points on which Napoieon stood firm against nearly all 
the lawyer-reformers, and insisted on his own views being embodied in 
the Code. 

First and most important of these points was the law of the family. 
Napoleon was a soldier and he believed, as soldiers usually do, in the utility 
and necessity of discipline. So he maintained for the family its patriarchal 
character: a point in which the laws of France and Spain have always 
differed from those of England, or Germany, or Scandinavia, He insisted 
on the father’s supremacy over his children, his right to arrange their 
marriage to whom he pleased, his power to refuse assent to the marriage 
of a grown-up son or daughter. There can be no doubt that this went a 
long way to hold the family together, and is still a potent influence for 
good or evilin the social life of the Continent. Again, he insisted on the 
subordination of the wife to the husband, and even inserted in the civil 
marriage ceremony words of his own, impressing on her the duty of fidelity 
and obedience. He approved equality of divorce laws as between the 
sexes, a concession to feminism which the lawyers had wished to make, 
On the other hand, he objected to religious interference with marriage, 
and insisted on the necessity of a civil ceremony before a registrar. His 
conservatism on family and sex matters, evidently, was not that of the 
devout Catholic, but that of the practical soldier. 

The next most important of his personal arrangements in the compiling 
of the Code affected the law of “ Master and Servant.” The jurists, 
inspired partly by Rousseau and partly by Quesnay and the Physiocratic 
economics, wished to make service a mere matter of contract and to concede 
complete liberty of combination, Napoleon put his foot down, Service 
must remain a relationship of status, he insisted. The master must be 
placed in a position of authority. Combination among servants must be 
forbidden, Indeed, “ associations ” of all kind were regarded with suspicion 
by Napoleon, as potentially hostile to the State, and he hedged them round, 
even when he permitted their existence, with every kind of restriction. 
This repressive policy in part has hindered the growth of industrialism 
and of trade-unionism in France, and in part has led “ associations "—as 
partly illegal bodies—to take on a more definitely syndicalist character 
there than in England. 

Lastly, the laws of property engaged hisattention, The jurists, influenced 
by Roman Law and an admiration of English institutions, were inclined 
to treat land on the same footing as other property and to permit something 
like complete free trade in land, But Napoleon was adamantine in his 
opposition to this. The Corsican noble blood in his veins rebelled against 
it. So did his dislike of great fortunes and large estates. He wished 
France to be a land of free peasant proprietors, prosperous, raising docile 
and healthy conscripts for his armies, but free from allegiance to land- 
owners or to communes—the two alternative results of free trade in land, 
as he conceived it. And so he emphasised all the well-known features 
of French Law which make for the conservation of the small proprietor. 
He abolished the feudal system in landed property, but he would not 
introduce the Roman system, He did all that he could to tie up the small 
helding in the family of the peasant; even his much criticised law of 
equal inheritance indirectly helped to achieve this result. 

It will be seen, then, that the Code Napoléon in France and, derived 
thence, in Spain, Germany, Italy, and the South American Republics, is 
largely the work of the great Napoleon. He read and approved, or dis- 
approved, every paragraph in the mighty work. He stamped his own views 
upon it. He insisted on brevity, on clearness, on simplicity; for he was a 
soldier and sparing of words as of time. And the result is that the Code 
Napoléon reads rather like the Articles of War or the King’s Regulatons 
than like any civillaw-book. There is a military ring, a touch of discipline, 
in the very arrangement of its clauses and the language in which they are 
framed. Indeed, the celebrated rule that a judge must construe the Code 
for himself and not follow the precedents set by other judges, betrays his 
hand; it smacks of military authority, impatient of the lawyer and his 
adherence to traditions. Some day, perhaps, historians will go to the 
Code Napolgon to discover the real Napoleon, His genius is to be found 
there, not less than in his reconstruction of conquered territories or bis 
manceuvring of masses on the field of battle. 








Res Judicate. 


Illegality of an English Contract in a Foreign 
Country. 

One of the most puzzling of all questions of International Lew relates 
to the construction of contracts, performance of which is legal in one 
country and illegal in another. The kind of difficulty which may arise 
is wellillustrated by Ralli Brothers v. Compania Naviera Sota y Aznar 
(1920, 2 K.B. 287), a Court of Appeal decision which affirmed the judgment 
of Mr. Justice Bailhache. Here an English firm had chartered a Spanish 
steamship from its Spanish owners to carry a cargo of jute from Calcutta 
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to Barcelona. The freight was 50s. per ton, one half to be paid in London 
on the ship sailing, and the other half at Barcelona in two instalments, 
the dates of which are not material. Now such a freight, of course, is 
quite legal by the law of England. But by the law of Spain a limit is 
fixed to the amount of freight which can be legally charged; the maximum 
allowed is 875 pesetas per ton. At the date when the contract was entered 
into, the rate of exchange was such that 50s. per ton did not exceed this 
limit, but owing to an alteration in the rate of exchange during the currency 
of the voyage, when the ship entered Barcelona, the freight did exceed 
875 pesetas per ton. Consequently the payment at Barcelona was illegal 
by the law of Spain and could not be made in accordance with that 
law. What, then, was the position of the parties? One must first look 
at the charter-party, to see whether the contract was English or Spanish. 
Now the charter-party (1) was signed by all parties or their agents in 
London, (2) was written in English, (3) followed an English common form, 
(4) and contained an arbitration clause providing for reference of disputes 
to an English commercial body in London. Obviously such a charter- 
party isan English contract. It follows that it may be construed in accord- 
ance with English rules of law: Jacobs v. Credit Lyonnais, (1884, 12 Q. B.D. 
589). But part of the obligations, and part only, is to be performed in 
a country where such performance is illegal. Clearly such performance 
is impossible by operation oflaw. The impossibility, too, is a subsequent 
impossibility not contemplated by the parties at the date of the contract. 
Hence, in accordance with a very familiar rule of law, that part of the 
contract—namely the payment of freight in excess of 875 pesetas—is 
void and unenforceable. So the Court of Appeal held, The Spanish 
charterers had sued to recover their balance in England, but for the reason 
given they were not permitted to recover it. 





— 
—— 








Repudiation of Contract illegal in a Foreign 
Country. 


A propos of the problem of construction when part of an English contract, 
egal here, is illegal abroad, just discussed above, another very interesting 
tase was recently decided on appeal by the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, Trinidad Shipping and Trading Company v. Allston (G.R. 
and Co, : (1920, A.C, 888). In this interesting case, one of the few appeals 
from the West Indies on record in our final Court of Appeal for the Empire, 
an agreement made in Trinidad, a British Colony, provided for the allowance 
of rebates by the shipowners to the consignees on the freights of goods 
assigned in a South American country to the British Colony. These rebates 
Were illegal under the law of the South American port of origin, and would 
Subject the shipowners to penalties even if they entered within the juris- 
diction of the foreign court. Having discovered this, the shipowners elected 
to repudiate the contract on the ground that its performance was not legally 

ible. But they did not so elect until after the ship sailed and the goods 

ad been carried, and the freights had been paid. It was held that, since the 

lormance had been effected, the owners could no longer contend that 

t was impossible, and were therefore bound to give the rebates contracted. 

This decision well illustrates the close connection between “illegality ” 
and “impossibility ” in the law of contracts. 





Express Affirmative and Implied Negative 
Covenants. 


A well-known rale of the Law of Injunction, provides that, although a 
Court of Equity will not enforce by mandatory injunction an affirmative 
covenant to perform some personal action, yet usually a negative covenant 
not to do acts inconsistent with the positive covenant will be enforced 
by prohibitive injunction: Lumley v. Wagner (1852, | D.M. & G., 604); 
Whitwood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (1891, 2 Ch. 416). There are limits 
to this doctrine, however. The Court willnot usually imply the existence of 
such a negative covenant, so that in practice it is important to insert in 
a contract of this kind not only an affirmative covenant, but also collateral 
negative covenants. Failing these latter, the Court will not enforce the 
affirmative covenant by means of prohibitory injunctions. This rule was 
reaffirmed and followed by Mr. Justice Russell in Mortimer v. Beckett (1920, 
1 Ch, 571: 64.8.J, 341). There a boxer had covenantgd with his manager 
to give the latter the “ sole’ arrangement of his boxing matches during 
seven years. There was an express affirmative covenant with the word 
“sole.” but not negative covenants. The presence of the word “ sole,” it 
was plausibly contended for the manager, was equivalent to an implication 
of the existence of negative covenants: but even although grammar seems 
to make this obvious, the Court refused to depart from its well-established 
rule. 


Mr. Gerrard Frederic Blake, of Waltham Lodge, Newmarket-road, and 
The Chantry, Norwich, solicitor, who died on February 28th, aged 57, 
leaving property of the value of £57,963, with net personalty £55,073, 
fives £100 to the Norfolk and Norwich Hospital, £100 to the Norfolk 
and Norwich Eye Infirmary, £500 to his farm steward, and other legacies 
to servants, and on the death of his wife £100 to the Norfolk and Norwich 
Eye Infirmary. 
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Reviews. 


Magisterial Law. 


Srove’s Justices Manvat, 1921 Edition. By J. R. [Roserts, Eeq.* 
Solicitor. Shaw & Sons, 35s. net. 


“Stone ” is a practitioners’ manual so invaluable that little notice of 
any new edition is required to commend it to all who practise in magisterial 
courts. The present edition, like so many of its predecessors, has the 
advantage of being revised by the experienced hands of Mr. Roberts, 
whose service as clerk to the Newcastle Justices has fitted him to deal 
with every kind of point likely to arise, and whose natural bent of mind 
leads him always to deal with points in a commonsense and practical way. 
Recent statutes and decisions have been duly annotated, and the book 
retains allits wonted accuracy and completeness, 





Williams on Executors. 


A Treatise oN THE Law or Execurors AND ApMINISTRATORS. By the 
Ricut Hon. Sm Eowarp VavucHan-WIL.1AMs (late one of the Judges of 
Her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas). Eleventh edition by Sipyey 
Epwarp Wit.1AMs, Barrister-at- Law, assisted by H. CLirrorp Mortimer, 
B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. In two volumes. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. £5 net. 

A special interest attaches to the re-appearance from time to time of the 
great text-books which are the daily guide of the practitioner. To give 
examples of them might seem invidious to those which are not selected for 
mention. But certainly in the front rank stands “ Williams on Executors,” 
and the aim of the present editor, he tells us in the preface, has been to lay 
before the practitioner of to-day a modern and practical treatise founded on 
the great learning and authority of Sir Edward Vaughan-Williams. And in 
welcoming the re-appearance of a work of this nature we are not unmindful 
of the learning and scrupulous care and accuracy which are demanded from 
the editor who would fully maintain its standard and its reputation, 
qualities which are known to be the mark of the present editor, and which 
his present work will once again show. Of statutory change during the 
fifteen years since the last edition there has been little ; judicial decisions 
have accumulated with quite their wonted rapidity, and these have been 
incorporated, while at the same time, in deference to current requirements,the 
size of the work has been reduced by the omission of a good deal of matter 
which for practical purposes can be regarded as obsolete. For an example 
of the careful manner in which this edition has been prepared, we may refer 
to the sections in Part ILI, Book LII, on legacies, stating the principles on 
which it has to be determined whether a legacy lapses by death of the legatee 
before the time of payment—a point on which the practitioner often has to 
advise; and a little later, in connection with dispositions of residue, 
the statement of the rule in Cripps v. Wolcott (4 Madd. 15), for determining 
to what period words of survivorship are to be referred, and the very full 
and useful notes on this point. The use of the book will emphasize the 
obligation of the profession to the editor and to the publishers. 





Erratum.—In our review last week of “ Clerk & Lindsel] on Torts,” and 
* Fraser's Law of Torts,” the publishers of both books should have been 
given as Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd., and the price £2 5s. net and 12s, 6d. net, 
and not as there stated, 








Books of the Week. 


Workmen's Compensation.—Workmen’s Compensation and Insurance 
Reports, 1921, Part I, with Annotated Digest, Containing Cases in the 
House of Lords, Court of Appeal (England), Court of Session (Scotland), 
Court of Appeal (Ireland). Edited by W. A. G. Woonvs, LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law. Annotated Index by Gitpert Srone, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
and Sons, Ltd. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. Annual Subscription, 25s. post 
free. 

Bar Examinations,—A selection of the Questions appearing in the Bar 
Examinations from 1913 to 1921. By J. A. Suearwoop, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell, Lid. 6s, net. 

Chambers of Commerce..—British Chamber of Commerce for Spain. 
Monthly Journal, April, 1921. British Chamber of Commerce for Spain, 
Madrid. 2 pesetas. 








Correspondence. 


The Origin of Trade Unions. 
[To the Editor of The Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—With reference to the extremely interesting article contained in 
your issue of 26th February, the author, while endeavouring to trace the 
rise and development of trade or craft unions, incidentally touches upon 
several other very interesting points in connection with manorial and burgh 
history, particularly the acquisition by the Burgesses or the more prominent 


ai) | 


3 


3s 


SLEEPS FSTIS OCF 


esz 


r) 
yw 








May 14, 1921 


Burghers of the manorial rights incidental to the town in which they lived. 
There are numerous cases in which there have been direct grants from the 
King of manori+l rights or a grant in favour of the burgesses of properties 
in or adjacent to the towns which were the beneficiaries under these Royal 
Charters, but it would appear that however wide these grants originally 
were the beneficial holding of the lands became more and more confined, 
until to-day we have more or less small classes of privileged freemen in 
ion of properties in or adjacent to ancient manorial towns or boroughs 
in the participation of which enjoyment the inhabitants at large have no 
part. It would, of course, be outside the aim of the writer to touch upon 
this development until at least his task in connection with the subject 
of trade unions has been completed, but perhaps he might be persuaded 
in another article or series of articles to deal with this development also. 


r P. M. HENDERSON. 
Berwick-u \. 
Oth May. 


(Mr. Henderson has, we believe, intelligently anticipated the intention 
of the writer of the article.—Ep. Sol.J.] 


Juries (Emergency Provisions) Act, 1920. 
[To the Editor of The Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Dear Sir,—I am not sure whether there has been any editorial comment 
on the above Act, which appears to me to be a most absurd example of 
hurried legislation, and I should be gla if you could give me the benefit 
of your views on its interpretation. 

In this city, as I believe in most other cities, boroughs and towns which 
are counties in themselves and have separate Commissions of Assize, it 
has been the custom for the City Sheriff to impanel common juries in the 
same way as (1 rks of the Peace do at Borough Sessions under section 186 of 
the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, treating all burgesses as prima facie 
lisble to serve. Jury lists as prepared by the Overseers in counties at large 
are unknown. 

The Act suggests that doubts have arisen as to whether juries at 
Assize3 in such cities, boroughs and towns have been properly summoned 
in the past, and validates any verdict heretofore given. It goes on to pro- 
vide that the Sheriff or other person having the return of juries in any 
such cities, &c., shall for the year 1921 place a mark on a copy of the 
Burgesses Roll against the names of all burgesses who are qualified and 
liable to serve. 

The questions that arise in my mind are : 

(1) Does the Act imply that there is any qualification other than 
entry on the Burgess Roll ? 
(2) If se, how is the Sheriff_to know who is qualified ? 
(3) Does the Act by implication impose on the Overseers to furnish 
for the year 1922.and subsequent years lists of persons qualified ? 
Yours faithfully. 
ERNEST I. WATSON. 
32, Prine» of Wal-s Road, Norwich. 
9th May, 1921. 

[Dr. Watson has raised questions of Local Government Law which are 
generally recognised as of great difficulty. The matter is one which we 
are hoping to notice in a future issue.—Ep. Sov. J.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


House of Lords. 


BRITISH AND FOREIGN INSURANCE CO. ». 
11th and 17th February and 18th April. 


Insunanos—Pouicy Aoatnst ALL Risks—Bates or WOOL DAMAGED BY 
WsT—G0OODS CARRIED ON pECK—UsaGe—Proor—MArinE INSURANCE 
Act, 1906 (Edw. VII, c. 41), 8. 55, s-s. 2 (a), s. 78, 8-8. 4, Sch. L, r. 17. 


The respondent bought wool, f.o.b. at a named foreign port. The wool 
came from different places down to that port and was carried partly by land 
and partiy by small local steamers. Some part of it was usually carried on 
deck. On arrival at the port of loading it was put into hulks until the ocean 
steamer could receive it. At times there was too much wool to be taken into 
the shede, and some part of it was stored outside. The sellers ineured the wool 
only as far as the ocean port, leaving the sea transit to be insured by the 
purchaser. A large consignment of wool so insured arrived in England, and 
no complaint was made in respect of it until it had been taken into the respon- 
dent's premises at Bradford. It was then found that a considerable number 
of the bales were badly damaged by water, and by heating, which resulted from 
4s geltingwet. The policies which had been subscribed by the appellants had 

be read with a covering note, which contained essential terms not in the 

icies, and the risk was described as “ Including all risk of crofts, fire, coasters, 

, transhipment and inland carriage by land and /or water, and all risks 

from sheep's back and /or station while awaiting shipment and /or forwarding 

wntil oafely delivered into warchouses in Europe, with liberty as per bill of 
lading. 


GAUNT. 


Held, that there was evidence of a casually, or something accidental, and of 
@ danger which might or might not arise, and although the words in the policy 
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“all risks” necessarily had a limitation, nevertheless, they covered losses 
by any probable accidental cause of any kind occurring, during transit, to the 
wool. The rule that deck cargo was held covered, where a usage to carry cargo 
of that description was proved, even although unknown to the ters, 
would come within the policy, and therefore the sellera (the benefit of whose 
insurance passed to the respondent) were under no obligations specially to 
insure against that risk. 


Held, further, that this rule had not been altered by Rule 17, of Schedule 1 to 
the Marine Insurance Act, 1906. 


Decision of the Court of Appeal (1920 1 K.B. 903), affirmed. 


Appeal by the defendants from an order of the Court of Appeal, reversing 
a judgment of Rowlatt, J., as to the construction of a policy. The ciroum- 
stances under which the respondent claimed to recover from the appellants 
for a loss to wool covered by the policies sufficiently appear from the 
head note. After consideration their lordships dismissed the underwriters’ 
appeal. 

Lord Brrxenneap, L.C., after dealing with the facts, said that it was 
important to bear in mind that the words in the policies “all risks” could 
not cover all damage, however caused, for such damage as was inevitable 
from ordinary wear and tear and inevitable depreciation was not within 
the policies. There was little authority on the point, but the decision of 
Walton, J., in Schloss Brothers v. Stevens, (1906, 2 K.B, 665), on a policy 
in similar terms, stated the law accurately enough. Damage, if it were to 
be covered by policies such as these, must therefore be due to some 
fortuitous circumstance or casualty. Rowlatt, J., accepted this view, but 
was of opinon that the evidence proved a state of facts which was consistent 
with damage having occurred “ without the intervention of anything 
fortuitous, of anything accidental, or of anything which could be called a 
casualty within the meaning of an insurance c ntract."” He agreed with 
the criticism of the Master of the Rolls upon this finding. ce damage 
proved was such as did not occur and could not be expected to ocour in 
the course of a normal transit. The inference remained that it was due to 
some abnormal circumstance, some accident or casualty. The rule was that 
a plaintiff must establish his case; that he must show that the loss came 
within the terms of the policy: but where all risks were covered by the 
policy, and not merely risks of a specified class or classes, the plaintiff dis- 
charged his special onus when he proved that the loss was caused by some 
event covered by the general expression, and he was not bound to go further 
and prove the exact nature of the accident or casualty which, in fact, 
occasioned his loss. In this case, the respondent established that the 
loss must have been due tosome casualty, and consequently the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal upon that point was right. 

A further point was whether the policies insured such partof the wool 
as was carried on deck. There was evidence that some of the damage 
was so caused. The appellants relied on the 17th Rule of Construction in 
the first schedule to the Marine Insurance Act, 1906, which applied to this 
policy by virtue of s. 30 (2) of that Act,and reads, “in the absence of any 
usage to the contrary .. . deck cargo must be insured specifically and not 
under the general demonination of goods."" The usage of carrying wool 
on deck was known to the sellers, and the rule did not make any change in 
the law as it existed when the Act was passed. Deck cargo must be insured 
as such, unless there was a usage to the contrary. The appellants contended 
that the “usage” contemplated by the rule was a usage in the insurance 
business as to the desorjption for the purposes of insurance. That could 
not be so. That construction would involve (1) such a departure from the 
principles of law existing when the Act was passed, that the Court ought 
not so to construe the words unless such an alteration was most plainly 
intended; and (2) inasmuch as an insurer was bound to know the usage 
of the trade, if a usage existed in the trade to carry goods of a particular 
kind on deck, he knew that such goods were likely to be so carried. The 
usage must be a trade usage, and it ‘was abundantly established in the 
present case. There was therefore no need to insure the wool specifically 
as deck cargo, and the omission to do so did not afford any defence to the 
appellants. The appeal failed. 

Ponds Frxvay, Cave, Atkinson and Sumner agreed in this result.— 
Counset, for the appellants: R. A. Wright, K.C., and Le Quesne: for 
the respondent: Sir John Simon, K.C., Mackinnon, K.C., and Sharpe. 
Soxtcrrors, Waltons & Co.; Ballantyne, Clifford & Co. 

[Reported by Easkivg Rew, Barrister-at-Law.) 


GLEBE SUGAR REFINING CO. LTD: and OTHERS +. TRUSTEES 
OF THE PORT AND HARBOURS OF GREENOCK.—December 8th, 
9th 1920; February 23rd and May 2nd 1921. 


Harsours—Ricuts aNp Deurties or Commissioners—Lease or Gravina 
Dock—U.ttrra Vires—Repuction—Harpovrs, Docks anp Piers 
Cravses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 27), s. 23—Gnreznock Port snp 
Harsovr Conso.tipation Acr 1913 (3 & 4 Geo. V, c. 42) as. 109, 111 (2), 
193, Sched. N. 


The respondents in 1918, under a special Act of 1913, granted a lease of 
a large graving dock, which formed part of their undertaking, to two ship- 
building firms for a period of ten years. In 1919 the appellants claimed a 
declaration in the Court of Session that the lease was ultra vires the trustees 
and they based their case upon the construction of the special Act. The Lord 
Ordinary and the judges of the First Division dismissed the action, 
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The appeal to the House was fully argued and judgment reserved, but Lord 
Atkinson, in the interval, discovered that the Harbours, Docks and Piers 
Act, 1847, to which their lordships’ attention had not been directed by either 
side might have a material bearing on the case, as the Act was iacorporated 
in the special Act, and by #. 23, leases of the class of the one in question could 
not be granted for a period exceeding three years. 


The appeal was re-arqued with reference to the bearing of this section on the 
question at issue, and judgme ni was again rese rved, 


Held, that inasmuch as the lease exceeded the period prescribed by s. 23 of 
the Act of 1847 it was invalid. The appeal was therefore allowed, but as ut 
was allowed upon grounds never put forward by the appellants (though they 
should have been) and never alluded to by either of the parties in any Court, 
each party would bear their own costs here and in the Courts below. 





Semble : It was the duty of Counsel to bring before the Court all authorities 
which bore one way or the other upon matters in dispule. The omission to 
do so was in effect to convert the Court into a debating assembly on Jegal matters 
with the result that a decision might be given on inadequate materials, 


Decision of the First Division of the Court of Session, reported 1920, 
2, 8.C.L. 4. R. 13 reversed. 


Appeal from an interlocutor of the First Division of the Court of Session 
in Scotland, adhering to an interlocutor of the Lord Ordinary (Lord Hunter) 
dismissing as irrelevant an action brought by the present appellants,claiming 
that a lease granted by the respondents to two shipbuilding firms of a 
graving dock, forming part of the repondents’ undertaking, for a period of 
ten years was ulfra vires of the trustees. The appellants based their case 
upon the construction of the special Act. After the appeal to the House 
of Lords had been fully argued, and judgment had been reserved 
in December last, Lord Atkinson in considering his judgment discovered 
that the Harbours, Docks and Piers Act, 1847 had been incorporated in the 
special Act, and that their lordships’ attention had not been called to this 
fact during the argument. Section 23 of the Act of 1847 provides that 
“the undertakers may lease. . . . any warehouses, buildings, wharfs, 
yards, cranes, machines or other conveniences provided by them for the 
purpose of this or the special Act. . . . provided that no such lease 
be granted for a longer term than three years.” In February the parties 
were recalled to argue the effect of these words; judgment was again 
reserved, The observations of the Lord Birkenhead, L.C., on the duty of 
counsel engaged in a case to bring to the notice of the Court all statutory 
enactments bearing on the point at issue are commented on ante, p. 370, 
and are fully set out in 1921 W.N, 85 

Lord BrrkenneapD, in moving that the appeal should be allowed, 
said that owing to the events which had happened the graving dock 
must now be taken as having been at the date of the impeached lease 
provided as a convenience for the purpose of the Act of 1913, within the 
meaning of s, 23 of the Act of 1847, although it was originally constructed 
under an Act of 1866. The impeached lease was, therefore, owing 
to the length of its term, void; the interlocutors appealed from 
would be reversed, and a declarator would be pronounced in the 
terms of the reductions asked for by the summons. The appeal 
succeeded, not, however upon the grounds put forward byjthe appellants, 
but upon grounds never put forward by them (though they should 
have been) and never alluded to by either of the parties in any 
Court. The lease exceeded the period prescribed by the section; it was 
invalid altogether and could not be remodelled so as to stand good for 
three years. There would therefore be a direction for the reduction of the 
lease as contravening the provisions of s. 23 of the Harbours, Docks and 
Piers Clauses Act, 1847. It might well be that this omission on the part 
of those who advised the parties to bring to the notice of the Court the 
provisions of s. 23 had brought about the entire litigation. Certainly he 
thought it had brought about the present appeal. In these circum- 
stances, both parties would bear their own costs here and in the Courts 
below. 

Lords Fintay, Dunepry, Atkixson and Saaw concurred.—CovunskEt : 
For the appellants, Condie Sandeman, K.C. and Thos. A. Gentles (both of 
the Scottish Bar): for the respondents, Sir John Simon, K.C.,"H. P. Mac- 
millan, K.C. and Morrice Mac Kay, K.C. (the two litter of the Scottish Bir). 
Acents: Ward, Bowie & Co., for Patten & Prentice, Greenock, and Hugh 
Patten, W.S., Edinburgh; Beveridge & Co., for Neill, Clerk & Murray, 
W. Greenock; Wm. B. Rainnie, 8.8.C., Edinburgh. 


[Reported by Erskine Rai, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Court of Appeal. 


REX ». COUNTY COURT JUDGE OF CHESHIRE AND UNITED 
SOCIETY OF BOILERMAKERS.—/« parte MALONE—No. 1. 
16th and 17th March. 


County Covurr—Jvurispicr1ion—ActTion vor DECLARATION AND INJUNC- 
TION AGAINST TRapve Unton—Damaces [RRECOVERABLE—AMENDMENT 
or CLAIM TO Less THAN £100—Rervusat or AMENDMENT—JUDICATURE 
Act, 1873 (36 &37 Vict., c. 66), s. 89—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict., c. 43), s. 56—R.S.C, Onper 25, Ruue 5. 


In anaction in a county court fora declaration and injunction against a trade 
union by a member lo restrain his expulsion from the union, the plaintiff made 





no claim for damages, since 8. 4'of the Trades Union Act, 1871, would have 
barred their recovery, but applied for leave to amend his claim by adding a 
claim for damages of less than £100. The county court judge re to allow 
the amendment, and dismissed the action. The Divisional Court (Lord 
Reading, C.J., Darling and Avory, JJ.) reversed this decision. 


Held, reversing the decision of the Divisional Court, that the decision of 
the county court judge was right, as there was no jurisdiction in the county 
court to grant injunctions or make declarations except merely as incidental 
to other relief, and in the present action no other relief could be given, and 
the money value of the relief claimed was uncertain. 


Appeal by the society from a decision of the Divisional Court (reported 
ante, p. 95) on appeal from His Honour Judge Parsons of the Cheshire 
County Court. The society was a trade union registered under the Trade 
Union Acts, and the society's rules gave it a power of determining disputes 
among its members for disciplinary purposes. Malone was expelled from 
the society on 2nd September 1919, for non-payment of a debt due to a 
fellow member, and the result was that he lost hisemployment. In Novem- 
ber 1919 he brought an action in the Birkenhead County Court, making no 
claim for damages, but only for (1) a declaration that the resolution was ultra 
vires the society and void, as being unauthorised by the rules of the society 
or the Trade Union Acts,and (2) an injunction restraining the society, or the 
district committee from acting upon or enforcing the resolution. Damages 
would not have been recoverable in contract against the society as such for 
a breach of the rules according to the decision in Kelly v. National Society 
of Operative Printers’ Assistants (50 Sox. Jour., 716; 84 L.J.K.B., 2236), 
nor could damages have been recovered in tort since the Trade Disputes 
Act, 1906, s. 4. Order 15, Rule 5 of the Rules of the Supreme Court enables 
actions to be brought in that court seeking merely a declaratory judgment 
or order without other relief. The county court judge on the trial of the 
action held he had no jurisdiction to grant the injunction as no damages 
were or could be claimed, and that if recoverable they might have been more 
than £100. He refused an application for leave to amend by adding a 
claim for £88 damages, and the action was struck out. The Plaintiff there- 
upon obtained a rule nisi to the county court judge to hear and determine 
the case, and the Divisional Court made it absolute. The society appealed. 

The Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Sternpave, M.R., having stated the facts, said that the county 
sourt judge held that he had no jurisdiction to entertain the action before 
him. The Divisional Court had reversed that decision, and the defendants 
appealed. It was important to see exactly what the jurisdiction of the 
county court judge was. It depended on s. 56 of the County Courts 
Act, 1886, which provided ;: ‘‘ All personal actions where the debt, demand 
or damage claimed is not more than one hundred pounds . . . may be 
commenced in the court; and all such actions shall be heard and 
determined in a summary way, according to the provisions of this Act.” 
By the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 89, “‘ Every inferior court which now has 
or which may after the passing of this Act, have jurisdiction in equity, 
or at law and in equity, and in Admiralty respectively, shall, as regards 
all causes of action within its jurisdiction for the time being, have power 
to grant, and shall grant in any proceeding before such court, such relief, 
redress or remedy, or combination of remedies, either absolute or con- 
ditional, and shall in every such proceeding give such and the like effect to 
every ground of defence or counter-claim equitable or legal (subject to the 
provision next hereinafter contained) in as full and ample a manner as 
might and ought to be done in thelike case by the High Court of Justice. 
The ppwers conferred by the section were powers of giving relief or redress, 
and any injunction or declaration to be made must be in aid of the relief 
which the county court had jurisdiction to give. Unless the county 
court had power under s. 89 to make declarations or grant injunctions, 
it had no such power at all, unlike the High Court, which now had extensive 
powers to that effect (Order XXV, Rule 5). That jurisdiction was estab- 
lished by what had been called the “‘ Form 4°’ cases—Burghes v. Attorney 
General (1912, 1 Ch. 173) and others. But that power of granting injunc- 
tions and making declarationsirrespective of consequential relief had nothing 
whatever to do with the county court. If he (his lordship) was right in 
that view, a declaration or injunction could only be made in the county 
court in an action within s. 56 of the County Courts Act, 1886, and where 
the plaintiff had established a right to relief in that action. There was 
no doubt that in the present case there was an attempt—a very proper 
attempt—to extend the rights of parties in the county court by getting a 
declaration or injunction without other relief. Even in the itigh Court 
constant attempts were made to extend its jurisdiction. In the present 
case there was no claim for damages, and nothing to show what the money 
value of the remedy claimed would probably be. It might be considerably 
over the limit of £100. It had been said that it could not be outside that 
limit, because no damages were claimed. But there was no negation of a 
claim to damages, and counsel for the plaintiff asked leave to amend by 
claiming £88 damages. But the total claim, if translated into money 
value, would be very difficult to get inside the £100 limit of the county 
court. Itseemed to him (his lordship) that the claim was one which entirely 
gave the go-by to the limited jurisdiction of the county court. 
learned judge refused the application of plaintiff's cousnel to amend 
by claiming £88, and he had a perfect right todo so. That sum represented 
only a part of the monetary result which would have follo had the 
declaration been granted and the plaintiff been re-instated in his former 
position as a member of the society. But even if the claim for £88 had been 
made the county court judge held that it could not have been recovered 
because of the decision in Kelly v. National Society of Operative Printers 
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and Assisianis (supra). That was a decision of the Court of Appeal 
that such damages in a similar action against a trade union could not be 
recovered atlaw. Members of a voluntary society could not sue the society 
for damages for an action taken by theirsociety. He (his lordship) thought 
that the county court judge was quite right. Such a claim could not be 
brought in the county court without anything to limit the money value 
claimed under it. For those reasons he (his lordship) thought that the 
decision of the Divisional Court was wrong and that of the county court 
judge right. The decision of the Divisional Court must be reversed, 
and that of the county court judge restored, with costs. 


Scrutron, L.J. and Youncsr, L.J. delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Counset, Merriman, K.C. and 0. 8. Hooper; Lias and Gorst. 
Soricrrors, John A. Behn, Liverpool; Arthur Sugden for R. Barrow- 
Sicree, Liverpool. 

[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


In re LORD GISBOROUGH’S SETTLED ESTATES. 
Russell, J. 8th April. 


SerrLtement—Portions—Pow8Er tn TENANT FOR Lire TO Direct RaIsine 
or—CapiraL Moneys—Settriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict., c. 38), 
s. 21. 


Where a settlement provided that portions were to be raised by a mortgage of 
a certain reversionary term, and the Court held on the authority of In re Frewin 
(1888, 38 Ch. D. 383) that such a mortgage was an incumbrance“ affecting 
the inheritance” and accordingly dischargeable out of capital moneys, 
the Court allowed the trustees, on evidence being tendered that it was the best 
manner of providing the portions to raise them out of capital moneys. 


This was a summons asking the question whether portions ought to be 
and could lawfully be provided out of capital moneys. There was evidence 
before the Court that, if it could be done, it was the best way of providing 
the portions. The facts were as follows: By a settlement made in 1906, 
real estate in Yorkshire was settled to such uses as Lord Gisborough and 
his eldest son should appoint, and in default of and subject to any such 
appointment to the use of trustees for a term of 99 years, if Lord Gisborough 
so long lived, upon the trusts therein mentioned, and subject thereto to 
the use of Lord Gisborough for life, and after his death to the use that, if 
his wife should survive him, she should receive during her life the yearly 
rent charge of £800, and subject and charged as aforesaid to the use of the 
trustees during the term of 1,000 years from the death of Lord Gisborough, 
upon the trusts thereinafter declared concerning the same, and subject 
thereto to the use of Lord Gisborough’s eldest son for life, with remainder 
to the use of his first and every other son successively according to seniority 
in tail male, with remainder to the use of Lord Gisborough’s second son for 
life, with remainder to his first and every other son successively, according 
to seniorityin tailmale, with divers remaindersover. The trusts of the ! ,000 
year term were to raise portions to go amongst the younger children of 
Lord Gisborough or theirissue, as he should appoint, it being provided that 
the trustees ‘‘ shall after the death of * Lord Gisborough “ or inthis lifetime 
at his request in writing raise by mortgage of the said premises or any 
ew thereof for all or any part of the said term ” the sum of £25,000 if (as 

appened ) there should be five or more younger children. Lord Gisborough’s 
eldest son died in 1914,without having joined in any exercise of the first power 
of appointment. By an indenture of the 4th day of November 1920, Lord 
Gisborough requested the trustees, by all or any of the means authorised 
by the settlement or by law or preferably (if the law permitted) out of 
capital moneys, to raise as soon as practicable and so far as practicable 
during his lifetime, the sum of £25,000 and apportion the same amongst 
his younger children and their issue as therein set out. Lord Gisborough, 
in writing on the 13th day of January 1921, requested and directed the 
trustees to raise and pay out and apply any moneys or investments held by 
them as trustees of the settlement, and being capital moneys under the 
Settled Land Acts, in or towards payment of the £25,000 above referred to 
and this summons was thereupon taken out. 


Russe, J., after stating the facts, said: The provision of the portions 
out of capital moneys is not directly sanctioned by s. 21 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, butsuch portions can be raised bya mortgage of the reversionary 
term of 1,000 years and must be so raised on the direction of Lord Gisborough 
in view of the special provision to this effect in the settlement. When so 
raised the mortgage will in my judgmentand on the authority of /nre Frewin 
(supra) and In re Esdaile (1886, 54 L.T. 637), be an incumbrance 
“affecting the inheritance,” within s. 21 (ii) of the Act of 1882, so 
that capital moneys would be applicable in discharging it. What 
trustees could do in two steps, the Court will allow them to do 
directly and not put them to the increased expense of doing it 
indirectly. I will therefore declare that the trustees can and ought to 
comply with the direction of the tenant for life to apply capital moneys 
in their hands in or towards providing the sum of £25,000. It will be 
necessary, however, to obtain the consent of the mortgagees or persons 
whose interests have priority to the 1 ,000 year term.—CounskL, Devonshire ; 
J. W. F. Beaumont. Sowicrrors, Pontifex, Pitt and Co. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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In re DRAKE: DRAKE v. GIVEN and Others. 
P. O. Lawrence, J. 13th, 14th April. 


Witt—Lecactes To “ rNpooR ANP OUTDOOR SeRvants —" Farm LABOURERS 
Errect oF MILirary SERVICE. 


Unless there is anything in the will itself to cut down the generality of the 
expression * indoor and outdoor servants” in a gift of legacies to such, all 
employees will be held entitled thereto, no matter what their employment. 


In re Earl of Sheffield (1911, 2 Ch. 267), followed. 
In re Forrest (1916, 2 Ch. 389), distinguished. 
In computing the period of service where employees served with the Colours 


during the war, their periods of military service are excluded, but periods of 
service with the testator before and after such military service are aggregated. 


This was a summons to determine who were comprehended in the expres- 
sion “indoor and outdoor servants.” The testator had the following 
different classes of servants beside indoor servants, namely, a farm bailiff, 
a dairymaid, an estate cashier, an engineer, a blacksmith, a gardener, @ 
carter, a carpenter, a game-keeper, a woodman, a bricklayer, a farm hand or 
labourer. The testator who died in 1919, after giving certain legacies to 
his butler and his valet, bequeathed to each other of his “indoor and outdoor 
servants,’ who should have been in his service for ten years prior to his 
decease, the sum of £200, and to each who had been in his service for five 
years the amount of one year’s wages, and disposed of his residue. He 
had considerable property, including a farm. Several of his employees 
served with the Colours during the war on the understanding that their 
places should be kept open for them, and all of these, after the termination 
of their military service, returned to the service of the testator. Counsel 
for the residuary legatee argued that the expression indoor and outdoor 
servants should be confined to such servants as had ministered to the 
personal wants of the testator and referred to In re Forrest (supra). 
Counsel for the various employees relied on Jn re Ravensworth (1906, 
2 Ch. 1) and In re Earl of Sheffield (supra). 

P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts said: There is —— on 
the face of the will to cut down the generality of the expression “ indoor 
and outdoor servants,” and on this ground I distinguish the case from In 
re Forrest (supra), and hold that all the employees who were qualified by 
length of service are included in the bequest. I further hold that the time 
any employee was on military service cannot be counted as service with 
the testator but that the periods of service with the testator before and 
after such military service can be aggregated in computing the ten years 
or five years as the case may be.—CounseL: @. 8S, Tetley ; Jenkina, K.C., 
and T. K. Crossfield ; Bryan Farrer ; Owen Thompson, K.C., and C. Myles 

Souicrrors: Dawes & Sons ; Valpy, Peckham & Chaplin. 


[Reported by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.] 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 


WRIGHTSON rv. McARTHUR & HUTCHISONS LTD. 
Rowlatt, J. 21st March, 


Bit. or SALE—RectstRaATION—SETTING ASIDE GOODS AS SECURITY FOR A 
Desr—Rerention oF Goons in COMPARTMENT ON CuARGOR’S PREMISES 
Devivery or Key to Cuarcee—AcruaL Controt—Licence FROM 
CHARGORS TO REMOVE Goops “as pDEsiRED ’—Bitts or Sate Act, 
1878(41 & 42 Vict. c. 31),s. 4—Companiges (Consotipation) Act, 1908 

(8 & 9 Edw. 7, c. 69), 8. 93 (1) (ce). 

The defendant company agreed to secure the plaintiff against loss on a 
certain contract, and wrote a letter to the plaintiff stating that they would set 
aside a quantity of goods ina compartinent in the defendants’ own premises, 
A key was handed to the plaintiff by the defendants, and the goods were locked 
up in the compartment, The defendants also sent another letter to the plaintiff 
in which they said ; ** You can have the right to remove same as desired.’ The 
company being in liquidation the liquidator denied the validity of the charge, as 
the letters had not been registered in accordance with s. 93 (1) of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


He ld, that delive ry of the ke %, coupled with the licence to remove the goods, 
was delivery of possession of the goods, and that registration of the letters 
creating the charge was not necessary for its validity. 

Action tried by Rowtarr, J. 

The action against the first defendant was for non-acceptance of goods, 
the action against the second raised the question whether the plaintiff was 
entitled to hold certain goods by way of security for the debt due to him from 
the first defendant against the liquidator of the company. The security had 
been given to save the plaintiff from the risk of breach of a contract by the 
defendant McArthur in the action. Judgment had been given against 
McArthur. The agreement was contained in several letters to the effect 
that in consideration of further time to McArthur, the company would lay 
aside £5,000 worth of goods as security to the plaintiff. On 30th August 
the plaintiff and his valuer went to the company’s offices, where they saw 
the stock sheets containing the goods—silk, buttons and thread—intended 
to form the security. They then went and saw the silk in a compartment 
there. There was no key to the door, which was broken, but it was arranged 
that the door should be repaired, a key provided, and that the goods should 
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be locked up in the compartment, and the key handed to the valuer of the 
plaintiff on his behalf. This was duly done. After this transaction one of 
the letters above referred to was given by the managing director of the 
company to the plaintiff, in which they said “ You can have the right to 
remove same,” t.¢., the goods—*‘ as desired.” The defendant company 
(or its liquidator) contended that the letters constituted a charge that 
would, if executed by an individual, require registration as a bill of sale, 
and was therefore void for non-registration under s. 93 (1) of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, which requires registration of such an instrument. 
Row tatrt, J., in his judgment, said that it had been contended for the 
plaintiff that if there was a verbal arrangement as well as the written 
document, and if the written arrangement was void as a bill of sale, the 
verbal arrangement could be treated as taking its place, and that it was not 
within the statute. That was wholly unmaintainable and was based upon 
a misconception of Gorris v. Delobbel-Flipo (1892, 2 Ch. 352). For the 
defendants the opposite extremecontention was put forward, that whenever 
the terms of a pledge were committed to writing, though the pledge was 
completed with possession, the writing was a billof sale, and was bad, unless 
registered. That contention was as unmaintainable as the éther. The 
special property of a pledge existed by virtue of the act of delivery, not by 
virtue of the document: /n re Hardwick, per Lord Bowen (17 Q. B.D. 690). 
The accurate statement of the matter was that where the passing of property, 
special or general, was effected by actual delivery of possession (as it 
usually, but not invariably, was in cases of pledge) any accompanying 
document did not have the effect of any such an instrument as described 
in s. 93 (1) (c) of the Companies (Consolidation) Act 1908. It had also been 
urged for the plaintiff that the transaction was not a pledge, and therefore 
escaped the statute on the ground that there was no sum presently 
payable under it, and might never be, but that the document was an agree- 
ment conferring a right in equity to a charge on personal chattels. But 
whether a case fell or did not fall within the statute did not depend on 
whether there was or was not a pledge. There was no exception of pledges 
co nomine, What did escape the statute was a right conferred not by 
a document, but by delivery of possession. The point to which those 
considerations reduced the case was therefore whether the circumstance that 
the rooms, the keys of which were delivered to the plaintiff, were within 
the company’s premises, prevented the delivery of the keys from conferring 
possession of the contents of those rooms ?_ If the key had been that of the 
whole warehouse there would have been no difficulty, norif the key had been 
that of an apartment or receptacle in the premises of a third party : Hilton v. 
Tucker (39 Ch. D. 669). On the other hand, if the key of the room on the 
company’s premises had been given without the licence to remove the goods 
at any time, possession would clearly not have passed. It would be like 
the case of furniture left in a locked room in a house let furnished, where the 
lessor would have no right to enter exceyt upun reasonable notice and at 
reasonable times. The delivery of a keyit must be remembered, however, 
took effect, not as symbolic delivery but as giving actual control: Ward v. 
Turner (2 Ves. Sen. 431). In the present case a licence to use the key was 
conferred which could not be revoked. If the key had been given to the 
plaintiff with the intention to pass to him the possession of the room itself 
upon a demise, the possession would no doubt have passed, and there was no 
difference when the key was given to pass possession not of the room 
but of the chattels. There would be judgment for the plaintiff.—Counset, 
Hawke, K.C., and H. Morris, K.C., for the plaintiff ; Holman Gregory, K.C., 
and Spence for the defendants. So.tcrrors, for the plaintiff Devonshire 
Monkland & Co. ; for the defendants Downer & Johnson. 


[Reported by G. H. Kyort, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. WHEAT: REX v. STOCKS, 3ist January, !4th February. 
Cama, Law—Bicamy—Derence tro Cuarce or —Bona Five Bewier 

THAT FORMER MARRIAGE HAS BEEN DissoLvED—MISTAKE ON REASONABLE 

Grounps—Nor a Derence—Orvrences AGAtnst Tut Person Act, 1861 

(24 & 26 Vict. c. 100), 8. 57. : 

A bona fide belief on reasonable grounds that the person accused has been 
divorced, when in fact he has not been divorced, affords no defence in law to 
the charge of bigamy, although it may afford a good reason for the infliction 
of only a nominal punishment. 


Appeal against conviction on certificate. 


The appellant, Thomas Wheat, was convicted of bigamy, and the appellant 
Marian Stocks of aiding and abetting in the commission of the offence. The 
appellant Wheat was married in 1911, and had two children by his wife. 
On the outbreak of the war he joined His Majesty's forces and served until 
1918. During his absence on service his wife went away with another man, 
by whom she had two children. Wheat was discharged in 1919, and having 
discovered his wife's unfaithfulness went to live at the house of the father 
of the appellant Stocks, and took steps to obtain a divorce from his wife. 
The alleged bigamous marriage between the appellants took place on 
2ist July, 1920. The jury, in answer to a question put to them by the 
learned judge at the suggestion of counsel for the defence, found that the 
(gptiens, in good faith and on reasonable grounds, believed that the man 

heat had been divorced at the time when he went through the form of 
marriage with Stocks on 21st July. The only evidence submitted to the 
jury on which the finding could be based was that Wheat’s wife had com- 
mitted adultery—that in 1919 he was admitted as a poor person to bring 


May 14, 1921 





assigned to him to conduct those proceedings; that after some delay he 
provided the solicitors with a sum of money to meet the out-of-pocket 
expenses; that on 23rd April, 1920, the solicitors wrote; “‘ We can now 
proceed with the matter, and will lose no time over your petition”; and 
that, in reply to a telegram sent by the appellant Wheat the terms of which 
were not in evidence, the solicitots wrote to him on Ist July, 1920: “ We 
have your telegram, and hope to send you papers for signature in the course 
of a day or two”’; and the appellant Wheat gave evidence on oath that he 
was a man of little education, and that on receipt of the letter he believed 
that he was divorced. The appellant Stocks did not give evidence. 

Avory, J., delivered the judgment of the Court (Bray, Avory, Snear- 
MAN, Savrer, and Greer, JJ.). His Lordship stated the facts and 
continued: In these circumstances we are of opinion that there was no 
evidence on which the jury could find that the appellants, or either of them, 
believed, in good faith on reasonable grounds, that Wheat had been 
divorced, and assuming that such a finding would afford any defence the 
— would have to be dismissed on that ground alone. The learned 
judge, however, notwithstanding that finding, directed a verdict of Guilty 
in order that the question of law whether such a finding does afford any 
defence to a charge of bigamy might be determined in this Court. 

Mr. Birkett, for the appellants, has contended that the decision in R. v 
Tolson (23 Q. B.D. 168), in which it was held that a bona fide belief, on reason- 
able grounds, in the death of the husband at the time of the second marriage 
afforded a good defence to the indictment, governed this case, and that it 
followed from that decision that a bona fide belief on reasonable grounds 
that the accused had been divorced afforded a good defence. On reference 
to the Offences against the Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), 8. 57, 
we find the offence defined in these words—“ Whosoever being married 
shall marry any other person during the life of the former husband or wife 
shall be guilty of felony.” To this absolute prohibition there are in the 
proviso three exceptions applicable to British subjects : (1) when the husband 
or wife has been continually absent for the space of seven years, then last 
past, and has not been known by the accused to be living within that time ; 
(2) when the accused at the time of the second marriage has been divorced 
from the bond of the first marriage; (3) when the former marriage of the 
accused has been declared void by the sentence of any court of competent 
jurisdiction. It has been decided in the case of the first exception that, 
upon proof of the continuous absence for seven years, the acc is entitled 
to an acquittal, in the absence of proof by the prosecution that the accused 
knew that the wife or husband, as the case may be, was living within that 
time, and, as the Attorney-General has pointed out in his argument for the 
Crown, this exception creates or involves a presumption of death, which, 
unless rebutted by the prosecution, entitles the accused to an acquittal— 
in other words, the accused is presumed to believe in such circumstances that 
the former wife or husband is dead at the time of the second marriage, and 
therefore has no intention of doing the act forbidden by the statute, viz., 
of marrying during the life of the former husband or wife. In the case of 
the second exception there is no indication in the statute that any pre- 
sumption or belief is to afford any defence. The words do not admit of 
any such qualification, and the only defence under this head appears to be 
that the accused has, in fact, been divorced from the bond of the first 
marriage. If he has not, then at the time of the second marriage he is a 
person who, being married, intends to do the act forbidden by the statute, 
namely, “ fo marry during the life of the former wife.” Having regard to 
this distinction between the two exceptions, we are of opinion that a 
bona fide belief on reasonable grounds that the accused has been divorced, 
when in fact he has not been divorced, affords no defence in law to the charge 
of bigamy, although it may afford good reason for the infliction of a nominal 
punishment; and in our opinion this decision is not in conflict with the 
decision of the majority of the judges in R. v. Tolson (supra), but is in 
accord with the principle of the judgment in R. v. Prince (L.R., 2 0.C.R. 154). 
In the case of R. v. Tolson (supra) the accused believed on reasonable gounds 
that her husband was dead, therefore she did not intend at the time of the 
second marriage to do the act forbidden by the statute, namely, to marry 
during his life, and it was said in that case that the exception in the proviso 
showed that mere separation for seven years has the effect which reasonable 
belief of death caused by other evidence would have at any other time, 
vide particularly the judgment of Stephen, J. (23 Q.B.D., at p. 192). Itis 
true that the judgment in R&R. v. Tolson (supra) though influenced to a 
great extent by that proviso, proceeded mainly on the application of the 
maxim “ Actus non facit reum, nisi mens sit rea ’’—a maxim admitted to be 
uncertain and often misleading in its application—but it was limited in 
that case to the belief in the death of the former husband ; and the case now 
in question, of a belief in a divorce, was not diswussed or considered. In 
our opinion, the maxim in its application to this statute is satisfied if the 
evidence establishes an intention on the part of the accused to do the act 
forbidden by the statute—namely, “ Being married to marry another 
person during the life of the former wife or husband ”—vide the judgment 
of Bramwell, B., in R. v. Prince (L.R. 2 C.C.R., at p. 175), as to the applica- 
tion of this maxim, and Bank of New South Wales v. Piper (1897, A.C. 383, 
390). In R. v. Lolley (R. & R. 237), where the accused relied upon 
a divorce in Scotland by way of defence to a charge of bigamy 
under 1 Jac. I, c. 11, which contains a similar proviso, and 
which was argued before all the judges by Mr. Brougham for the 
prisoner, it was not even suggested that a bona fide belief on reason- 
able grounds of the validity of the divorce would afford any defence. In 
Earl Russell's Case, reported in The Times, 19th July, 1901, and (1901, 
A.C. 446), where the defendant had obtained a divorce in one of the States 
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divorce was valid and that he was free to marry again, it was recognized 
that this was no defence in law, the divorce in fact being invalid oestulions to 
English law, and the defendant was permitted to plead the circumstances 
in mitigation of punishment. One other case remains to be noted which 
was relied on by Mr. Birkett—R. v. Thomson (70 J.P. 6), in which the late 
Common Serjeant directed the jury that “If at the time of the second 
marriage, the accused bona fide believed that his first marriage was invalid 
oh the ground that the woman he then married had a husband alive at the 
time, he would be entitled to an acquittal. The prisoner was convicted 
and the question was not further discussed. It is not necessary in the 
mt case to express an opinion on the ruling of the learned Common 
rjeant, which was probably based on R. v. T'olson (supra), but we doubt 
whether it can be supported consistently with our present decision. On both 
rounds, therefore, the appeal fails and must be dismissed. Appeals 
Gismisecd Counse.: W. N. Birkett ; Sir Gordon Hewart, A.G., Hadfield 
and Roome. So.icrrors: Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal ; 

Director of Public Prosecutions 

(Reported by T. W. Morcan, Barrister-at-Law.} 








In Parliament. 


House of Lords. 
BILLS IN PROGRESS. 

On 10th May the Captive Birds Shooting (Prohibition) Bill and the Health 
Resorts and Watering Places Bill, which had passed the House of Commons, 
were read a second time. 

On 11th May the Treaty of Peace (Hungary) Bill and the Public Health 
(Tuberculosis) Bill, which had passed the House of Commons, were read a 
third time and passed. 





House of Commons. 


On 6th May the Guardianship &c. of Infants Bill was read a second time 
and committed to a Standing Committee 


BILLS PRESENTED. 

Dentists Bill—‘‘ to amend the Dentists Act, 1878, and the provisions of 
the Medical Act, 1886, amending that Act,”’ presented by Sir Alfred Mond 
(Bill 95), (5th May.) 

Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Bill—‘‘to increase the maximum 
licence duties for fishing for salmon and freshwater fish,” presented by 
Mr. Pretyman (Bill 96). (6th May.) 

Housing (Scotland) Bill—‘“ to make further provision for the extension 
of the time for the construction of houses in Scotland for the purpose of 
obtaining grants under Section 1 of the Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 
1919, and tolimit the aggregate amount of such grants in respect of houses in 
Scotland,”’ presented by Mr. Munro (Bi!1 98), (9th Mar.) 

Public Defender Bill —‘to establish the office of Public Defender,” 
presented by Mr. Bottomley (Bill 99). (9th May.) 


Questions. 


PERSONAL ALLOWANCES AND SUPER.TAX. 

Mr, Margiorr (Oxford) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether 
the Law Officers of the Crown have been consujted on the question as to 
whether the deductions allowed by Sections 17 to 23 of The Finance Act, 
1920, are applicable to Super-tax as well as to Income Tax; and, if not, 
whether he will undertake to consult them ? 

Mr. Youna: It has not been considered necessary to trouble the Law 
Officers in this matter. In this connection I would refer my hon. friend to 
the answer given on the 28th ultimo to the hon. and learned member for 
York in reply to a question on this subject. Iam sending my hon, friend 
a copy. 

oe Mennseer : Has my hon. friend read the remarkable letter, amounting 
almost to a judgment, in The Times from a very distinguished judge who is 
a member of the other House ? 

Mr. Youna: Yes,sir. Ihave read the letter. Wit isa judgment, I fear 
it is a judgment delivered ex parte. 

Sir J. Burcuer (York): Will the hon. gentleman consider the propriety 
of consulting the Law Officers on this matter, so that if the demands made by 
the Treasury are not justified by the Act the demands should cease ? 

Mr. Youne : I would point out that if any taxpayer feels aggrieved by the 
doctrine to which I have just referred, a regular remedy is open to him by an 
appeal to the Commissioners. 

Sir J. Burcuzr: If the Law Officers should be of the opinion that the 
demand is not justified, why should the taxpayer be put to the trouble and 
expense of appealing ? 

. Youne: Itis not considered that there is enough doubt in the matter 
to make it necessary to adopt the course suggested. 

Sir H. Brirrars (Acton): Will the hon. gentleman make further inquiries 
on that point ? 

Sir F. Hatt (Dulwich): When there is a doubt, as shown by the statement 
‘of the learned judge, does the hon. member not think it advisable to consult 
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REVENUE BILL. 
Lieut.-Colonel A. Murray (Aberdeen) asked the Lord Privy Seal if he can 
say when itis proposed to take the Second Reading Debate on the Revenue 
Bill? 
Tae FinanciaL Secrerary to tue Treasury (Mr. Hilton Young) : 
It is not now proposed to carry the Revenue Bill further this Session. 


(4th May.) 


REBELLIOUS SUBJECTS (DEATH PENALTY). 

Mr. Lawson (Durham, Chester-le-Street) asked the Chief Secretary 
whether, in view of the fact that the High Court in Ireland has decided that 
a state of war exists in Ireland, he will take steps to see that captured 
mem bers of the Irish Republican Army receive the treatment due to prisoners 
of war? 

Mr. Henry: The canditions at present existing in certain parts of Ireland 
were defined by the Lrish High Court as a state of armed insurrection, Itis 
in accordance with the law and practice of all nations that the death penaity 
may be inflicted on rebellious subjects who are found guilty of taking part in 
armed insurrection. (4th May.) 

CONVERSION LOAN (CORPORATION PROFITS TAX). 

Mr. Jameson (Edinburgh, West) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
whether a company will be required to pay Corporation Profits Tax upon 
interest received from its investment in the new 3} per cent, Conversion 
Loan ? 

Mr. Younu: No, sir. My right hon. friend the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer proposes to exempt the interest on the new 34 per cent. Conversion 
Loan from liability to the Corporation Profits Tax, A clause will beincluded 
in the Finance Bill with a view to obtaining statutory powers for this 
proposal, (4th May.) 

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION. 

Mr. Frepertxk Haut (Normanton) asked the Home Secretary whether 
it is intended to introduce a Bill to amend the Workmen's Compensation 
Acts and pass it into law this Session ? 

Mr. Suortr: I regret I am not in a position to make any further state- 
ment on this point. The inquiries which were being made as to the 
possibility of securing a limited Bill of a non-controversial character have 
been interrupted by the present industrial crisis. (5th May.) 

HIGH COURT JUDGES (SALARIES). 

Captain FatCon (Norfolk, Eastern) asked the Attorney-General whether, 
with reference to the salaries of judges of the High Court, he will say when 
the present scale was originally established ? 

Sir G. Hewart: The scale of salary payable to the Lord Chief Justice of 
England was determined in 1851 by 14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 36. The scale of salary 
of the Puisne Judges was determined in 1832 by 2 & 3 Wm. 1V. c. 116. The 
salaries so fixed, however, were to be paid net, free and clear of all taxes 
or charges for or in respect of any land tax or of any pension or other duty, 
rate or charge whatever. 

Captain Fatcon asked the Attorney-General if he is aware that, owing 





the Law Officers of the Crown? If that is not done, what is the good of the 
Lew Officers of the Crown ? (3rd May.) 


to the rise in the cost of living and the present high taxation judges of the 
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High Court are finding it a matter of extreme difficulty to maintain the social 
duties necessitated by their official position; and if he contemplates an 
early revision of the present rates of emolument ? 

Sir G. Hewarr: Yes, | understand that the facts are as stated in the 
question. The matter, | agree, is one of great importance, nd is at present 
under consideration. (5th May.) 


BASTARDY BILL. 


Captain Bowyer (Buckingham) asked the Prime Minister whether he is 
aware of the great volume of support that exists in the country for the 
Bastardy Bill; whether he realises that the Bill is identical in its clauses 
with the Bill which left the Standing Committee last Session ; and whether, 
in view of its simplicity and of the urgent needs of its reforms, he will 
facilitate the passage of the Bill into law ? 

The Prime Mivister: It is premature, until we see what time is available 
at the end of the Session, to make any fresh promises as to the allocation 
of the time of the House, (9th May.) 


DISTRESS FOR RENT. 

Sir R. Taomas (Wrexham) asked the Solicitor-General whether, in view 
of the fact that consideration was being given in June last year to the 
suggestion that the limit of £5 worth of wearing apparel, bedding, and tools 
and implements of a man’s trade privileged for seizure in execution or for 
distress for rent was much too small under modern conditions, legislation 
will be introduced at an early date to remedy this ? 

The Arrorney-Genera (Sir Gordon Hewart): The limit named as 
fixed by the County Courts Act, 1846, was re-enacted by the County Courts 
Act, 1888, and by the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888. I am not 
aware that legislation upon the matter is proposed, (9th May.) 


REVENUE BILL. 

Mr. Grant (Whitehaven) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer if he is 
aware of the disappointment occasioned to various industries by the 
abandonment of Clauses | to 6 of the Revenue Bill; andif,in consequence, 
he can see his way to introduce these clauses into the Finance Bill of this 
year ? 

Mr. Youna: Lam unable to adopt the suggestion that clauses which deal 
with the finance of the year 1922-23 should be introduced into a Budget 
Bill which relates to 1921-22. 

(9th May.) 








New Orders, &c. 


THE COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS (FEES) ORDER, 1921. 


I, Frederick Lord Birkenhead, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
with the concurrence of the Right Honourable Sir Alfred Tristram Lawrence, 
Lord Chief Justice of England, and of the Right Honourable William, 
Lord Sterndale, Master of the Rolls, do by virtue of section nineteen of 
the Administration of Justice Act, 1920, (a) and all other powers enabling 
me in that behalf, hereby order as follows :— 


1. The following fees shall be charged by Commissioners for Oaths 
in respect of the administration of oaths and the taking of affidavits within 
section nineteen of the Administration of Justice Act, 1920, namely — 

£ se d, 
For taking an affidavit or a declaration or an affirmation 
or an attestation upon honour, for each person making the 
same es o 7 - es oe os os 8 8G 
And in addition thereto for each exhibit therein referred to 

and required to be marked or for each schedule required to be 

marked - ab ." o6 - ws o- . on © 

2. This Order may be cited as the Commissioners for Oaths (Fees) 
Order, 1921. 

Birkenhead, C. 


A. T. Lawrence, L.C.J. 
Sterndale, M.R. 


We concur. 


26th April. 


May 14, 1921 


THE RULES'IN LUNACY, 1921. 


I, Frederick Lord Birkenhead, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
with the concurrence of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury 
do hereby in pursuance and execution of the powers given by section one 
hundred and forty-eight of the Lunacy Act, 1890, (a) make the following 
Rules :— 

1. The following proviso shall be added to each of the Rules numbered 
126 and 127 in the Rules in Lunacy, 1892 :— 

“ Provided that percentage under this Rule shall not be taken in 
the case of any person to whom a pension has been awarded by the 
Minister of Pensions in respect of unsoundness of -mind attributable 
to or aggravated by serive in the war to which section two of the War 
Pensions Act, 1920, applies.” 

2. These Rules may be cited as the Rules in Lunacy, 1921, and shall 
apply to all accounts passed after the 30th day of April, 1921, and the Rules 
in Lunacy, 1892, as amended, shall have effect as further amended by 
these Rules. 

Birkenhead, C. 
We concur, 
James Parker 
J. Towyn Jones. 
26th April. 
(a) 53-4 V. . 5. 





Orders in Council. 


The following Orders in Council have been made :— 

The China (Amendment) Order in Council, No. 3, 1920, to be read as one 
with “* The China Order in Council, 1904.” The Order, which is made under 
the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, 1890, is in substitution for “The China 
(Amendment) Order in Council, 1920,” which has not taken effect and is 
revoked, 

21st December, 1920. Gazette, 6th May. 





An Order approving the Commonwealth Bill for an Act to amend the 
Navigation Act, 1912-1919, which had been reserved by the Governor- 
General under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, for the approval of the 
Crown, 

14th February, 1921. Gazette, 10th May. 


Board of Trade Orders. 


Germin Reparation Recovery (No. 8) Orper, 1921. 

1. This Order may be cited as the German Reparation Recovery (No. 8) 
Order, 1921. 

2. Any article of the following description, if imported into the United 
Kingdom before the 15th day of June, 1921, shall be exempt from the 
provisions of the said Act, that is to say, any article in respect of which it is 
proved to the satisfaetion of the Commissioners of Customs and Excise 
that— 

(a) a Contract was entered into before the 8th March, 1921, and 
(6) (i) such article is essential for the completion and working of 
machinery or plant which was partly delivered before the 8th March, 1921, 
and which cannot be used without such article, or 
, (ii) such article is to replace an essential part of German machinery 
which was installed in the United Kingdom prior to the 8th March, 1921, 
or 
(iii) patterns, drawings or designs for the manufacture of such article 
to the value of not less than 20 per cent. of the value of all articles to be 
manufactured under the Contract were sent to Germany before the 
8th March, 1921. 


3rd May. Gazette, Oth May. 





German Reparation Recovery (No. 9) Orper, 1921. 

1. This Order may be cited as the German Reparation Recovery (No. 9) 
Order, 1921. 
2. Any article of the following description shall be exempt from the 
provisions of the said Act, that is to say, any article in respect of which it is 
proved to the satisfaction of the Commissioners of Customs and Excise— 

(a) that such article was sent from the United Kingdom to Germany, 
and 

(6) that such article was returned from Germany to the United Kingdom 
unaltered, and 

(c) that the property in such article still remainsin the person by whom 
it was consigned from the United Kingdom to Germany. 


ord May. Gazelle, 6th May. 





Germix Reparation Recovery (No. 10) Orper, 1921. 


1. This Order may be cited as the German Reparation Recovery 
(No. 10) Order, 1921, and shall come into force on the 15th day of May, 
1921. 

2. Any article of the following description, if imported into the United 
Kingdom prior to the 15th June, 1921, shall be exempt from the provisions 
of the said Act, that is to say, any article in respect of which it is proved 





(a) 10-1 G, 5, o, 81. 


to the satisfaction of the Commissioners of Customs and Excise— 
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May 14, 1921 


(a) that a Contract was entered into before the 8th day of March, 
1921, and 

(6) that a sum of not less than 20 per cent. of the purchase price was 
irrevocably paid before the 8th day of March, 1921, in pursuance of such 
Contract. 
3rd May. Gazette, 6th May. 


EMERGENCY POWERS ACT, 1920. 
Tae Warer-Gas (Emeraency) Orper, 1921. 


The Board of Trade in exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the Emergency Regulations (No. 2), 1921, &c., hereby order as follows :— 

1. The owners of every undertaking for the supply of gas possessing 
the means of making gas from steam and coke, including the making of 
earburetted water-gas, shall, as from the date of this Order, utilise such 
means to the fullest possible extent for the purpose of supplying water-gas 
to meet the permissible requirements of their customers, 

2. No coal shall be utilised for the manufacture of coal-gas in any such 
undertaking as aforesaid, and no coal-gas shal] be supplied from any such 
andertaking, unless and until the permissible requirements of customers 
of the undertaking shall first have been met to the fullest possible extent 
by the manufacture and supply of water gas as in the last preceding clause 
provided. 

3. The supply and consumption of water-gas shall be subject to the 
same restrictions as are imposed by the Coal (Emergency) Directions, 
1921, and the Coal (Emergency) Supplementary (No. 2) Directions, 1921, 
upon the supply and consumption of coal-gas, and the expression “ per- 
missible requirements ” in this Order means the quantity of gas that may 
so be supplied and consumed. 

4. It shall be the duty of every owner of any undertaking to which 
this Order applies and of every officer and servant of any such owner, and, 
where the owners are a company, of every director of the Company, to 
comply with this Order, and any person failing so to comply shall be guilty 
of an offence against the Emergency Regulations (No, 2), 1921. 

5. The expression “ customer ” in this Order means any person obtaining 
gas from any undertaking to which this Order applies, and includes the 
owner of any such undertaking. 

6.—(1) This Order may be cited as the Water-Gas (Emergency) Order, 
1921. 

(2) The Interpretation Act, 1889, applies to the interpretation of this 
Order as it applies to an Act of Parliament, and as if this Order were an 
Act of Parliament. 

4th May. Gazette, 6th May. 


Tae Coan (Emercency) SuppLementary (No. 3) Directions, 1921. 


The Board of Trade in exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the Emergency Regulations (No. 2), 1921, &c., hereby direct as follows :— 

1. As from the date of these Directions, Article | of the Coal (Emergeucy) 
Supplementary (No. 2) Directions, 1921, shall apply only to townships 
or boroughs of which the population is not less than 5,000, and shall be 
amended so that for the figures and words “50 per cent.”’ therein there 
shall be substituted the figures and words “25 per cent.” 

2. Subject always to the provi ion in Article 27 of the Coal (Emergency) 
Directions, 1921, hereinafter called the Principal Directions, no gas or electri 
city shall be supplied or consumed in any district for the purpose of 
lighting any street or highway, or for arly other public lighting, save as in 
the last preceding Article authorised, 

3. The owner or owners of any generating station supplying power to 
any tramway or light railway where such power is generated by the use 
of coal shall forthwith and so long as these Directions remain in operation 
restrict the daily supply of any such power in connection with the tramway 
or light railway to a quantity not exceeding 75 per cent, of the average 
daily quantity used in the week ended the 9th April, 1921, and no greater 
quantity of any such power than may be supplied as aforesaid shall be used 
for the purpose of any tramway or light railway undertaking. 

4. It shall be the duty of every owner of any generating station or tram- 
way or light railway undertaking to which the last preceding Article applies 
and of every officer and servant of any such owner, and where the owners 
are a company, of every director of the company to comply with the 
directions given in the said Article, and any person failing so to comply 
shall be guilty of an infringement of these Directions. 

5. Any infringement of these Directions shall be an offence against_the 
Emergency Regulations (No. 2), 1921. 

6. These Directions may be cited as the Coal (Emergency) Supplementary 
(No. 3) Directions, 1921, and shall be read with the Principal Directions and 
any Directions supplementary thereto as though they formed part thereof. 

4th May. (Gazette, 6th May. 

RULE UNDER THE ASSURANCE COMPANIES ACT, 1909. 

The Board of Trade, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by 
Section 2 of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, do hereby make the 
following Rule, supplemental to the Rules relating to Deposits by Assurance 
Companies under Section 2 of the said Act made on the 6th June, 1910, the 
7th July, 1915, and 24th January, 1917, respectively. 

6th May. 

RULE. 

Where any Company has made a deposit in pursuance of the Act which 

includes £5 per cent. National War Bonds due on or before 1st September, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 65.] 557 











1925, and the Company desires to convert such Bonds or any part thereof 
into £3 10s. per cent. Conversion Loan, the Board of Trade may issue a 
Warrant authorising the conversion to be made, which Warrant shall be 
sufficient authority to the Paymaster-General to effect the conversion, and 
he shall effect the conversion accordingly. 

(Gazette, 10th May. 








Societies. 
Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Directors was held at the Law Society's 
Hall, on Friday, the 6th inst., Mr. H. B. Curwen in the chair. The other 
Directors present were Mr. T. H. Gardiner (Treasurer), Mr. F. W. Emery, 
Mr. ©. F. Leighton, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. A. E. Pridham, Mr. J. E. W. 
Rider, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the Secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A 
sum of £50 was voted for the relief of deserving applicants. The date of 
the Annual Genera! Court was fixed for Monday the 30th inst., at the Law 
Society's Hall, at two o'clock, when the President, Lord Justice Younger, 
had notified his intention of beingpresent to take the chair, and it was decided 
to invite all London solicitors to attend the meeting whether members of 
the Association or not. Further details were settled for making the Annual 
Court a special centenary one and a History of the First Century of the 
Association compiled by the Secretary from the minutes was directed to 
be printed, ready to b» presented to all those attending the meetings. 
The Annual Report was settled and approved and other general business 
transacted. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

The monthly meeting of the Directors of this Association was held at 
The Law Society, Chancery Lane, London, on the 10th inst, Mr. T. 8S, Curtis 
in the chair. The other Directors present being Messrs. E. R. Cook, 
W. F. Cunliffe, E. F. Dent, W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, Major C. A. Markham 
(Northampton), C. G. May, A. ©. Peake (Leeds), R. W. Poole and M. A, 
Tweedie. £545 was distributed in relief of deserving cases, four new 
members were admitted, and other general business was transacted, 





Society of City and Borough Clerks 


of the Peace. 
The 29th Annual Meeting was held at Sheffield, on the 5th inst., Mr. 
Barker (Grimsby) in the chair. Points of interest were discussed, including 
women jurors, Mental Deficiency Act, ete., ete. 





W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


AUCTIONEERS, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W. 2. 





VALUATIONS ror PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


VIEW ON WEDNESDAY, 
IN 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


*Puons No.: PARK ONE (40 Lives) Teteenams: ‘ WHITELEY, LONDON.’ 















~ 


5538 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





THE BriTisH Law 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C.2. 


(With Branches throughout the United Kingdom.) 


FIRE, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 

LIABILITY, PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
BURGLARY, THIRD PARTY, MOTORS, LIFTS, BOILERS, 
PROPERTY OWNERS’ INDEMNITY, LOSS of PROFITS 

due to FIRE, GLASS BREAKAGE, LIVE STOCK. 


EMPLOYERS’ 


Gentlemen in a position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies 
within the United Kingdom. 











The following officers were elected for the ensuing year :—President, 
Mr. A. H. Sherwood (Reading) ; Vice-President : Mr. H. Craven(Sunderland)’ 
Treasurer: Mr. A. Copson Peake (Leeds); Hon. Secretary: Mr. Francis 
Ogden (Manchester); Committee: Messrs. Barker (Grimsby), Brogden, 
(Lincoln), J. B. Chapman (Barton-on-Trent), W. H. Day (Mvidstone), 
Smith (Sheffield), and Dr. Woodhouse (Hull). 








A Council of Magistrates. 


A conference of magistrates, says The Times, held at the Guildhall last 
autumn, decided to form a National Association of Magistrates, which 
would have for its objects the collection and dissemination of information 
caloulated to promote the efficiency of the work of magistrates and the 
diminution of crime. The provisional committee appointed by the con- 
ference have been advised by the Secretary of State that there is no 
immediate prospect of obtaining statutory powers under which benches 
of magistrates may subscribe to the association from local public funds, 
and in the circumstances the committee has endeavoured to devise a 
constitution which will give the association a semi-official character from 
the first and necessitate only slight change when statutory powers are 
obtained, 

It has been decided to seek the following aims :—({a) To collect and 
publish information on all aspects of the work of magistrates ; (6) to promote 
uniformity of practice, and the best methods of preventing crime, and of 
treating offenders with a view to their reform; (c) to give information to 
magistrates on probation work, certified schools, voluntary homes, farm 
colonies, and similar institutions ; (d) to consider and report upon proposed 
amendments of the law, and any developments likely to affect the work of 
magistrates; (¢) to promote legislation which appears to be necessary in 
the light of magisterial experience; (f) to promote local conferences of 
magistrates upon questions of principle and practicefin dealing with offences 
and offenders. 

The membership of the association is to be drawn from subscribing 
benches of magistrates and individual magistrates subscribing £1, courts 
of quarter session, and courts of summary jurisdiction in counties, cities, 
or boroughs are to be entitled when five of their members are members 
of the association to elect annually one of their subscribing members as 
@ member of the council of the association, 








Legal News. 


Information Required. 
MISSING WILL. 

FRANCIS HENRY BLACKBURNE DANIELL, deceased. Any 
Solicitor or other person having in his possession any WILL or 
Testamentary document of the above-named, who died on the 
10th February 192], or having any information relating to same, is 
asked to communicate with Stannarp & Bosangvet, Solicitors, 
19, Fastcheap, E.C.3. 


Appointment. 


The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Rosert Atrrep McCatt, K.C.. 
to be the Registrar attached to the Railway and Canal Commission Court, 


General. 


Mr. Arthur Wood, of Haxby Hall, Yorks, solicitor, Chairman of the 
QGommittee of the Haxby Agricultura] Show, left estate of the gross value, 
£24,468, 


Fyrre, ANDREW WuiTE, Sheffield, Surgeon. May 30. ’ 
Gumour, Eprrx, Tunbridge Wells. May 25. Gresham, Davies & Dallas, Old Jewry- 


Gray, ANNE, Snaresbrook. May 30. 


“I> —~ 


May 14, 192t 


Mr. James Sykes, of , Honley, Huddersfield, solicitor, of the 


value, £15,153. 


Mr. Frederick Richard Roberts, solicitor, of Brongenen, Lilandre, and 
of Aberystwyth, Under-Sheriff and Clerk of the Peace for Cardiganshire, 
left estate of gross value, £32,156. 


Mr. George Arthur Robinson, of Beverley, Yorks, solicitor, of Messrs, 
Robinson and Sheffield, for many years Secretary of the East Riding 
Savings Bank, left estate of gross value, £10,558, 


Mr. Frederick Page Rose, of Inglewood-rd., West Hampstead, N.W., 
until recently partner in the firm of Bloxam, Ellison and Co., Lincoln's 
Inn-fields, W.C., solicitors, left estate of gross value, £19,290. 


The following have been fixed as commission days for the ensuing 
Summer Assizes :—Newcastle, 25th June; Durham, 2nd Jul York, 
9th July; Leeds, 14th July. The Judges are Mr, Justice and Mr, 
Justice Greer. 


In a case relating to alleged betting frauds at Marylebone Police Court 
on the 6th inst., says The Times, before Mr. d’Eyncourt, in which a witness 
was being cross-examined in regard to a conversation with one of the 
defendants, the Magistrate interrupted, and asked, “ Are we getting on 
at all’? Mr. Huntley Jenkins, who wag defending, said his difficulty 
was the way in which some cases were conducted before a judge and jury. 
Prisoners were asked in cross-examination, ‘“ Weren’t you represen 
by so-and-so before the magistrate, and was one single word of this con- 
versation put at that time ?"’ Certain counsel who did this were backed 
up by certain judges. Mr. d’Eyncourt: I was brought up to understand 
that it was one of the privileges of the defence that you were not bound to 
rehearse every question that you may cross-examine to before a jury. 
It seems to me oontrary to th» whole spirit of the thing, and that Judges 
should do it I am quite surprised to hear. He added that if it were done 
learned counsel were at liberty to say that the magistrate stopped the 
cross-examination.”’ 


At Westminster County Court, on Tuesday, says The Times, Judge 
Tobin awarded a taxicab driver £77 damages and costs against the Mayor 
and Corporation of Westminster for injuries received through his coming 
into collision with an unlighted wooden structure placed in Grosvenor-road 
by the council’s workmen. Judge Tobin said the case had lasted three 
days. Counsel ought to have agreed upon the amount of the damages, 
but counsel for the corporation informed the Court that he had been 
expressly prohibited from agreeing to what he thought was a proper 
amount. The result had been a great and unnecessary waste of the rate- 
payers’ money. The corporation had to pay the costs on both sides, 
and the money came out of the ratepayers’ pockets. He was perfectly 
satisfied that, if allowed, counsel for the corporation could have obtained 
terms more favourable to them than those he was now imposing. It 
was a shocking policy for the Westminster Council to adopt. It showed 
disregard for the ratepayers’ interests and complete distrust of the counsel 
appearing on their behalf. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day oF CLam. 
London Gazette-—FRIDAY, Apri) 29. 


Baker, Jony, Crossens, nr. Southport. May 23. Buck, Cockshott & Cockshott, Southport. 

BALZO, Lapy DoroTRA WALPOLE Ducuess Det, Morelli, Naples, Italy. May 31. Capron & 

Co., Savile-pl., W.1. 

BARRETT, CHARLES ARTHUR, Portman-sq., W. June 7. Burn & Berridge, Bloomsbury, 
Ww... 

BIRDERMANN, Harry Eanest CHaRLes. June 27. George R. Cran, King’s Bench-walk, 

Temple. 

Bows, Henry, Clapham, Pt rapher. May 26. Reed & Reed, Basinghall-st., E.C.2, 

BRowN, ROBERT ALFRED, Great Yarmouth, Boot Repairer. May 21. Burton & Son, Great 

Yarmouth. 

BRYANT, Jang, Woodford Green, Essex. June 15. Anning & Co., Cheapside, E.C.2. 

Burnett, Lionel CHARLES. May 31. Arthur F. B. Welch, Dover-st., W.1. 

CLAPSHAW, AMY CONSTANCE, Southwark. May 25. Bertie F. Browne, Bloomsbury, W.C.1. 

CORLENBIER, VERY REVEREND LOUIS CHARLES, Taunton. May 28. Stone, Thomas & King, 
Bath. 

COVERLEY, Roaer, St. Leonards-on-Sea, Suasex. June 11. Blachford, Norton & Smith, 

15, Walbrook. 

Cox, Cectt ARTHUR, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. May 31. Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle-upon- 

Tyne 

DasHwoop, CHARLES James, Carisbrooke, I. of W. May 28. John Robinson, Ryde, LW. 

Davies, LypiA Foster, Hampstead, N.W. May 27. Moon, Gilks & Moon, Bloomsbury-4q., 


DICKSON, ISABRLLA, Macclesfield. June 11. Jos. Hand, Macclesfield 
Durie, Mary Hanan, Port Said, Egypt. July 26. Kadford & Frankland, Chancery-la., 
we 


C.2. 
Dyson, Groroe Berry, Ilford, Essex. May 31. Hargreaves & Crowthers, Abingdon-st., 
8.W.1. 
Ra@GLesTone, JONATHAN, Westmorland, Farmer. June 1. Arnison & Co., Penrith. 
FREEMAN, CHARLOTTE Mary, Exhall,Coventry. May 30. Browetta, Coventry. 
ForsyTue, Mrs, Saran, Lowick. May 26. Sanderson, Tiffen & Henderson, Berwick-upon- 
Tweed 
Rodgers & Co., Sheffield 


cehmbrs., E.C.2. 
Chas. 8. Tuckey, Ha 


rpenden, 
GREENLAND, ARTHUR GoopWIN, Kentish Town. May 31. Nicholson, Graham & Jones, 
Coleman-st., E.C.2. 
Gaeeory, ELLEN Avesta, Nottingham. May 31. Jno. Jas. Spencer, Nottingham, 
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Leleester. June 1. 


HATFIELD, FREDERICK, 

Haves, AN, Liverpool. May 31. 

Barry, Glam. May 31. 
Portamouth, Clerk. June 30. 


May 25. 


IRRLAND, MAURICE WILLIAM, Norwich, Auctioneer. Ma 
y 31. 


Juvvery, James, Ventnor, Chartered Accountant. 
Easex-st., W.C.2. 
Jones, JAMES, Southport, Mill Manager. June 15. 
Kine, Josern WILLIAM, Blackheath, Kent. June 6. 

inn, W.C.2. 
LANCASTER, SARAH, Scarborough. May 31. 
LANR, CHARLES, Nottingham, Commission Agent. 
Locas, Antuur, Brondesbury. May 26 
MARSH, MARY ANN, Seven Kings, Essex. May 30. 
MILBOURNE, Mr. Henry JonN, Camden-sq., N.W.1. 
Cork-st., W.1. 
N , Grorar, Otterbourne, nr. Winchester. 
Co., Lincoln's Inn- fields, W.C 
PALMER, FRANCIS, Wallington. , = $1. 
Park, JOHN, Wavertree, Liverpool, Commission Agent. 


May 31. 


Pans, ev 
VEREND WILLIAM Henry, Wimbledon. May 25. Iliffe, Sweet & Co., 2, Bedford- 


Puanixs, EvizapeTa, Beeston, Leeds. May 14. 


PHELIPS, RICHARD CHARLES HUNGERFORD, Child Okeford, Dorset. 


May 16. J.C. Todd, Whitehaven. 
Cheapside, E.C.2. 


Dudley. 
Porter, JosePa, Lamplugh, Grazier. 
RICHARDSON, Mary, Bognor. June 14. 
a. Sim WittiaM Buake, K.C.B., R.A. June 8. 
Cc 9 


Anning & Co., 


Rowexrs, Epwarp Emrys, Anglesey, Medical Practitioner. 


— ‘Loursa, Marylebone, June 6. Woodcock, Ryland & Parker, Bloomsbury-sq., 


queens, WILLIAM, Jewin-st., Tronmonger. May 31. 
SLACK, ETHEL AINSWORTH, Crewkerne. June 11. 
SMITH, HANNAH, Stoneygate, Leicester. May 30. 
SMiru, GRoRGE, Tottenham, Shoe Dealer. June 14. 
Street, Mary Emma, Warwick. May 31. 
STUART, COLONEL HARTWELL HARVEY, Southsea, Hants. 
Portsmouth. 
TRNNANT, JOHN, P se Bank Clerk. June 2, 
Victoria-st., EC 
TaoMas, EVAN, Avergwill. May 31. 
Turner, GERALD Francis, Sackville-st. June 1. 
New-sq., Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.2. 
Voss, HERMANN, June 3. Roney & Co., New Broad-st., E.( 
WARBURTON, Henry Picot IRELAND, Chelsea. June 1. 


Wanpis, EMILY DEANE, Matlock Bath. Ma 
Ww , Mary Harkiet, Hampstead, N. 
Gray’ 3- -inn, W.C.1 


June 15, 


WoopeatTer, Waurnn BRADFORD, eer s-bldgs., Inner Temple. 


son, Great Winchester-st., E.0.2 


Woopxovsr, HARVEY, Cheltenham. June 20. Haddock & Pruen, Cheltenham, 
London Gazette —TUBSDAY, May 3. 
BATEMAN, —— Exiaa, Beccles, Suffolk. June 6. Theodore Goddard & Co., 10, Serjeants’- 


Watkins, Pulleyn & Ellison, anibey, 


inn, E.C 
BOLLACK, Jam, Paris. June 14. 
1 


BOWLING, CHARLES DAWSON, Melbourn, Cambridge, Artist. 
Sleaford, Lincs. 


. ANN, Ashton-in-Makerfield, Lancs, June 6. Taylor, Sons, 


Brown, Joun Henry, Whitley Bay, Solicitor. May 31. 


CKILDS, HERBERT SAMU RL, Mayland, Essex, Artist. June 5 
40, Chancery-la. 
CLARKSON, JAMES, Halifax, Yorks, Solicitor. June 11. 


Cromate, WILLIAM EpGak, Chelsea. May 21. 

Dopson, ARTHUR EDWARD, Wandsworth. June 24. 

ELWES, GERVASE HENRY, Billing Hall, Northampton. 
165, Fenchurch-st., E.C.3. 








Bankruptcy Notices. 
Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDE 
ae, Farsp AgTuvr, Bolton, Lar 
Dealer. Bolton. Pet. April 20. ‘Ord. April 20. 
BELL, Sanau Jang, Northumberland, Frulterer. Newcastle- 
Pet. April20. Ord. April 20. 
RADFORD a Harrogate. 
papel 18. Ord. April 1 
UTLER, ALFRED JOHN bevveuse, nee, Motor Engineer. 


wae ay April19. Ord. tH, 
Burns, Harry, Coventry-st ty Agent. High Court. 
Pet. Jan. 24. Ord. April 19. 
RACHARL, Htackney-r., Costumier. High Court. 
Pet. Mar. 22. Ord. April 1 


Corton, WaLTen EDMUND HAMILTON STAPLETON, Canter- 
Canterbury. Pet. April 20. 





wich, Factor in — Accessories 
r. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 
, Liverpool, — aero. Liverpool. 
"Ord. April 19. 
Hajog, ‘Aura Epwaat, Wakefield, Pork Butcher. Wake- 
field. Pet. April18. Ord. April 18. 
- ABRAHAM, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant. 
-— ~~ Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20. 
Harouer, Ciara, Wyke Regis, Dorset. Dorchester. Pet. 


Mar.18. Ord. "april 16. 
, FRANCIS HENRY, Lenton, Not we Share Broker. 


Nottingham. Pet. April18. ‘Ord. April 18 

Hepoercox, WALTER, Wolverhampton, Electrical Engineer. 
Wolverhampton. Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20. 

Hvupsox, Horace, Barnsley, General Outfitter. Barnaley’ 
Pet. April20. Ord. a $0. 

Jacoss, Y, Finsbu ry Leather Merchant. High Court. 
Pet. 24. Ord. April 20 

JaRvas, WILtiAM, Rushden, Cote Repairer. North- 

ampton. } hy - 18. Ord. April 
JouNSON, per, Durham. Pet. 


Durham, 
April 19. 7rd. April 19. 


Wright, Woodrow & Aysom, Leicester. 
P ws wy Ward & Co., Liverpool. 
J. A. Hughes & Co., Barry. 
Blake, Reed & Lapthorn, Ports- 


8. Garerd Hill & Son, Norwich. 
T. B. Williams, Southport. 

Pearce & Nicholls, New-ct., Lincoin's- 
Richardson & Parker, Scarborough. 
Jno. Jas. Spencer, Nottingham wi 
Flegg & Son, Laurence Pountney-hill, E.C.4, 
Hunt & Hunt, Old Jewry-chmbrs., E.C.2. 
June 30. W. H. 
June 8. 


Walter F. Pothecary, Wallington, Surrey. 


Sanderson, Adkin, Lee & Eddis, Queen 


Morgan, Griffiths, Son & Prosser, Carmarthen. 


TURNER, ALBERT, West Kensington. May 29. = doi Veitch & Bilney, Norfolk-st., W.C. 
ohnson, 


i, Caddy & Co., Chancery-la., 


Heny & Heny, Matlock. 
Arthur C. Dowding, South-sq., 


Samuel ww 4 Manchester. 


James Clarkson & Son, Halifax. 

Fladgate & Co., 18-19, Pall Mall. 

Sloper, Potter & Gosden, Wandsworth. 
June 16. Tamplin, Tayler & Joseph, 





Co., 36, Theobald’s-rd., 


GILEs, 
bury-pavement, E.C. 
Stanley, Hedderwick & Co., yt 
266, Earl's Court-rd., 
Gray, 
48, Chancery-la. 


FRANCE, FRANCES Eprra, Clifton, Bristol. 
GALTON, Rev. ARTHUR motane, Edenham Bourne, Lincoln. 
‘1. 


Grppoxs, WILLIAM Goopsoy, T ienatenes June 6. 
Grorek FRANcIS, Walthamstow, Tobacconist. 


* GORDON, ALICE MARIAN, Kensington Gardens-sq., Rayswater. 
S.W.5. 
DovuGLAS LESLIE, Brighton, Rarrister-at-Law. 


GREENHALGH, JANRK, Denbigh. 


HALL, WiILLiaM Hope, 

Hance, Epwarp, 
row. 

& A. G. Herbert, 

HEARTH, JAMES, 
mingham. 

Hopeson, STORMY PERTREL, 
11, Clements-la. 


Whitehouse, Etherington & 


May 31. Bagott&Co., Nerrieton, 


NICHOLS, HERBERT LER, 
Son & Pitfield, 


May 30. Bobbs & Brutton, 


Paines, 2, Bond-ct., 
Winchester-st. 
SELF, 
pavement 
SLY, KaTR ANN, Gloucester. 


Raymond-Barker & (Co, 


THOMAS, GERTRUDE, Kew Gardens, Surrey. 
THOMAS, JOHN, Clicain, Flint, Farmer 
THOMPSON, ROBERT, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


upon-Tyne, 


3, Gray's Inn-sq., W 
TURNBULL, 
aq., W.1. 
WALKER, ISAAC, 


May 26. Francis & John- 


Hastings. 


Gray’s-inn, 4, New London-st , EC, 


WESTMORELAND, WILLIAM, Derby. May Cc 
WILLES,GRORGE FREDERICK, 22,Jermyn- “at. ike sl. 


May 2 27. Ernest H. Godson, 


Bridge & Baron, H., BCS. 


W. A. G. Davidson & Co., 


nes, Cotton Waste | 


Harrogate. Pet. | 


| 

JONES, WILLIAM GARFIELD, Trealaw, Glam, Grocer. 

| pridd. Pet. Aprill8. Ord. April 18, 

Kay, Mary, Golborne, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. Bolton 


Pet. Aprill9. Ord. April 19. 


Bournemouth 
Bessborough-st., 


HAYCRAPT, ELIZABETH, Bridport, 
Stoneygate, 


Poplar, Ship's Painter. 


RACHEL ANN, Halifax, Yorks. 
NICHOLLS, GRACE Loutrsa, Gwennap, Cornwall. 
Queen 
3, Gray's Inn-sq., W 


wi 
ROLLINSON, GILBERT OSWALD, 
Wal brook. 
ROSKNHEIM, WILLIAM, Belsize-grove, Hampstead. 


WILLIAM GeoRrGE, Sydenham, Butcher. 


Tramis, WILLIAM Upat, Bickley, Kent, Civil Servant. 
WALTER JAMES, Teddington. 


Scarborough. 
WALKER, MARGARET HANNAH, 


WALKER, Many FRANCES, Scarborough. 
Warts, Mrs. ANNA Maria ELiZabeta, Beckenham. 


Ponty- 


| 


LEWIN, NATHANIEL, Stamford Hill. High Court. Pet. | 
Nov. 5. Ord. April 20. 
McHatz, Epwarp, Leeds, Iron Turner. Leeds. Pet. 


April i6. Ord. April 16. 
Moors, CHARLES HeNRyY, Cheetham, Shoe Repairer. Man- 
chester. Pet. April20. Ord. April20. 
| Seam IsapeL, Catford, Credit Draper. Greenwich 
. Mar. 30, Ord. April'19. 
Motor Engineer. High 


| 


Wolver- | 


m5, ey Walham Green, 
Court. Pet. Mar.18. Ord. April 20. 

MORTIMER, MARY ANN, Harrogate. Harrogate. Pet. 
Aprill9. Ord. April 19. 

NIEMBYER, Percy, Blackburn, and WHALLEY, ALBERT, 
Wood Turners. Blackburn. Pet. April 16. Ord. April 16. 


Ratyetrp, JoHN WILtiaM, Penge, Baker. Croydon. 
Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20. ‘ 

ROBINSON, FLorence Beatrice, Portsea, Restaurant 
Proprietor. Portsmouth. Pet. Aprill8. Ord. April 18, 


ROBINSON, FRANK CRCTL, Stoke Newington, and CHIVERS, 
THOMAS STANLEY, Upper Clapton, Motor Engineers 
High Court. Pet. Aprills. Ord. Aprils 

ROGERS, SAMUEL FrepERICK, Oldbury, Manufacturer of 
Castings. Dudley. Pet. April 19. Ord. April 19 

SRAMAN, WILtiamM Tuomas, Norfolk, Miller. King’s Lynn 
Pet. Mar. 12. Ord. April 20 

SaarP, Tuomas Dock, Malton, Hardware Merchant. 

rborough. Pet. April20. Ord. April20. 

Stiver, [s440, Homerton, — Fish Monger. High Court. 
Pet. ‘april 19. Ord. April 19 

WaLKgR, WILLIAM HENRY, seetens, Hairdresser. 
Pet. April20. Ord. April 2 

Wanesnesen, JosHva, Ptcoster, and WARRINGTON, Ernest’ 

Manufacturers. Leicester. Pet. April 20 


Stafford, 





, Boot 
Ord. April 20. 
sy ARTHUR, ooh Rag Merchant. 
Pet. April19. Ord. Aprill 
WooLNouGH, KATHERINE anes. Kirkley, Lowestoft, Draper, 
Great Yarmouth, Pet. Aprill9. Ord, April 19, 





Dewsbury. 





CavLraip, 


June 18. Shute & Swinston. Birmingham. 
June 2. Walker, Martineau & 


F. P. Brindley, 37, Norfolk-st., Strand. 
June 18, Syrett & Sona, 45, Fina- 


May 25. W. How Davey, 
June 10, Cunliffe, Blake & Mossman, 


Gamlin & Kelly, Rhy! 
June l4. Balleys, Shaw & Gillett, 


Mott & Son, 22, Redford- 


May 31. 
, Berners-st., 


June 24. 
Nantes & Maunsell, "> 
James, Righbey, Son & Brown, Bir- 


Donald MeMillan & Mott, 


South Belgravia. 


May 31 
June 24. 


Dorset. 
Leicester, 


June 1. 


May 31. Toulmin, Ward & Co, Jaq KSON, THOMAS CHALICE, Oxford. May 31. Greaves & Firth, Bradford. 
Lowry, Frepenick, Leigh-on-Sea. June 5. Walter G. Beecroft, Leigh-on-Sea, 
MATTHEWS, KicHARD JOHN, Boscombe, Hants. May 23. R. & C, B, Jenkins & Loyd, 
- Swansea. 
F. Smith Bryan, Nottingham. MUMPORD, ADA ELIZABETH, Ealing. June 14. Mumford, Johnson & Co., Bradford. 


May 31. Lewis I. Dey, Halifax. 
June 1. Willm. Rowe, Redruth, Cornwall, 


‘ictoria-st., Chartered Accountant. June 18, Lovell, 


Farrer & Co., Lincoln's Inn-flelds, Nogru, ELLEN, Great Bealings, Suffolk. May 30. F. W. W. Gross, Woodbrid 
‘ . PAGE, GRORGE SHEPLEY, Bristol, Physician. May 31. Lawrence & Co., Bristol. 
May 30. J. Lloyd Edwards, PANeTI, EDWARD THOMAS, Frederick-pl., Gray's Inn-rd. May 31, Saxton & Morgan, 
15, Somerset-st., Portman-aq. 
PEARSON, HAROLD PARKINSON, Babington-rd., Streatham. May 16. Chas. H. J, Marsden, 
I Pe. ' Bradford. 

Be a ayia. Pearce & Co.. Fore-st., E.C.2,  ParLiirs, ARTHUR, Bath. June 1. Morgan, Price & Co., 33, Old Broad-st., B.C. 

Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne. PLUMRIDGR, EMILY, Wandsworth, June 24. Sloper, Potter & Gosdea, Wandsworth, 8.W. 
Toller, Burgess «& Pochin, Leicester. RAMSDEN-PRICK, WILLIAM, Putney. May 10. Lawrence, Jones & Co., 4, St. Mary Axe, B.C, 
Anning & Co., Cheapside, E.C.2. REVELL, ANN, Wadsley Bridge, Sheffield. May 31. Alderson, Son & Dust, Sheffield. 

Duggan « Elton, Birmingham. RICHTENBERGER, EUGENE LAZARR, Paris. June 14. Lazarus & Son, 5, Bloomsbury-sq., 


Auckland, New Zealand, Lecturer. May 31. Linklaters & 


June 4. Russell & Arnholz, 3 & 4, Great 


June 18. Syrett & Sons, 45, Finsbuary- 


June 4. Grimes, Madge & Lloyd, Gloucester 
May 27. Fladgate & Co., 19, Pall Mall, S.W. 
May 12. W. Piigrim Morris & Co., Mold, 


May 29. W.J. S$. & J. A. 8. Scott, Newcastle- 


June 18. Lovell, Son & Pitfleld, 


May 28. Campbell, Hooper & Todd, 30, Golden- 


June 6. Birsdal! & Snowball, Scarborough. 
Bexhill-on-Sea. June 9. Chalinder, Herington & Pearch, 
June 6. Bisdrall & Snowball, Scarborough, 


June 13. Lingards, Browne & Myatt, 


K, & G. Kh. Eddowes, Derby. 
Maples, Teesdale & Co., 6, Frederick’s- 


VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holiers should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. inadequate! 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W 
pe tn (established over 100 years), have a staf of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. —{ADVT. 


Property enerally ver 

‘Dese BENHAM, STORR 2 
W.C.2, the well-known valuers and 

aon Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 


FIRST MERTINGS. 


ACKLAND, AUSTIN CHARLES, St. James’-st., S.W. High 
Court. May 2 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey 
W.C.2. 

AINSLEY, Rowert, Burradon, Farmer. Newcastle-w 
Tyne. Maydatil, Off. Rec., Pearl-bidgs., Northumber- 
land-st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

BRETMAN, MoRRIs, Canonbury, Leather Bag Manufacturer, 


Bankruptcy- bidgs., Carey-st., 
ar Court. 


or < ourt. May 3 at 11. 
Bu om “Hasay, Coventry-st., Variety Agent. 

May Satill. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., 
HARRY FROWD, ST. GRORGR, po aha ” Salis- 


bury. April 29 at 3. Off. Rec., City-chmbrs., Catherine- 
st., Salisbury. 
Comes, RACHARL, Hackney-rd., Costumler. High Court. 


May 3 at 11.30. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 
Cook, FRANK, Chorliton-cum-Hardy, Manufacturers’ Agent. 
Manchester. April 29 at 3. Off. Kec, Byrom-st., 
Manchester. 
Garton, JouN Heyry, Scarborough, Shoe Repairer, Scar- 
borough. April 29 at 12.30. Westborough, Scarborough. 
Gorman, James ALoysivs, Liverpool, and GorMaN, JosEru 
Liverpoot 


ALOYSIUS, Seacombe, Cotton Waste Dealers 
April 20 at 11.30. ‘ort Rec., Union Marine-bidgs., 11, 
Dale-st., Liverpool. 
HAIGH, ALFRED EDWARD, Wakefield, Pork Butcher. Wake, 
fleld: May 2at il. Off. Rec., 21, King-st., Wakefield. 
| HEALD, vasnces Henry, Lenton, Stock Broker. Notting- 


| 





ham. April2Qat12. Off. Rec., 4, Castle-pl., Nottingham. 

—- FRANCIS, Norton, Farmer. Scarborough. April 29 

t12. 48, Westborough, Scarborow 

HU MBLE, WILLIAM, Malton, Pig Jealer. Scarborough. 
April 29 at 12.15. Westborough, Seasborenae. 

Jacons, Harry, Finsbury, Leather Merchant. High Court. 
May 4 at il. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

LAWLEY, GORGE, Wolverhampton, Grindery Dealer. 
Wolverhampton. May 2 at 12. Off. Rec., 30, Lichfield- 
st., Wolverhampton. 

LEWIN, NATHANIEL, Stamford Hill, May at 
12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey tt., 


— 
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Norfolk, 
I pper 


Marham 
Off. Ree 


Biasny, Pentney, 
nn. May 2 at 12 


WILLIAM 

King’s Ly 

Norwich 

Moone, lsaeet, Catford, Credit Draper. Greenwich 
at 11.90. York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., 8B! 

Moore, THomas, Walham Green, Motor Engineer High 
Court. May 4 at 12.1. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st 
Wie 

NORMAN, HENRY re 
May Sat il County ¢ 


LOVRDAY, 
(ifoocer 
King-st 

May 2 


wkeabury Draper Cheltenham 
murt-bldgs., Cheltenham 
PARKINSON, SAMUKL, Darrow-in-Furness, General 
mixsion Agent. Ratrow-in-Furness. April 20 at 
Of. KRee., Cotnwallp-st., Barrow-in- Furness 
Rowtxeo%, FRANK CECIL, Stoke Newington 
THOMAS STANLEY, MotorEngineers, Hi wh ¢ ourt 
Zatil Rankruptey-bldgs., Carey-at., W..2 
RoOwiINson, Fronence Heataice, Portaea, Restaurant Pro 
prietor. Portamouth. May Watiz. Off High-st 
Portsmouth 
ROWLAND, THOMAS 
May Satis. The County 
Row Lines, GRORGR Henry, Ashby 
Kendal, April 20 at 1115. Of 
larrow-in- Furness 
SILVER, ISAAC, Homerton, Fried Fish Monger 
May 2 at 12 Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st 
Simms, RUPERT. Neweastle-under-Lynmv 
Hanley April 20eat Il. Off. Ree. 0 
upon-Trent 
PAYOR, ALBERT AS SUTON Levi 
Manchester. May 2 at 
cheater 
VINK, Sanat JANe 
at 3.50. Off. Re 
WRIGHT, STANLEY 
man Oxtord 
WRIGHTSON 
Scarborough 
Huntries Hall 


om 
1M 


N.16, and 


Farmer. Cheltenham 
Court-bldgs., Cheltenham 

Westmorland, Farmer 
ornwallia-st 


Winch 


om be 


tow ( 


High Court 

W.C.2 
Kook Dealer 
Hrook-st.. Stoke 


Shirt Manufacturer 
Byrom-st Man 


TRU LG 
Off. Ree 


taker 
Newport 
WEDDEREURS, New H 
April29ati2. 1, St. Aldates, Oxford 
Horrer, Searborough, Share Broker 
April 20 at 3. Wrightson’s toom 
Huntriss-row, Scarborough 
ADJUDICATIONS 
DAVip, Chelwa, S.W High Court 
Aprillg 
BANNISTER, FRED 
Iealer. Holton 
MARNES, (ivy V.W 
Ord. April is 
BELL, Sanat JANR, Cullereoates 
Tym Pet. April20. Ord 
BENNETT, ALFRED Groner 
Agent. High Court. Pr 
Hisnop, Braprorp Burron 
Aprilis, Ord. April is 
BerLer, ALFRED JOHN Desvortx, Dawlish, 
Exeter, Pet. Aprill®. Ord. April i9 
CAULFRILD, HARRY FROWD ST. GikoRar, Southsea. Salisbury 
Pet. Feb. 17. Ord. Aprilis 
CAUSER, ARTHUR, Heckmondwike, 
Dewsbury. Pet. April9. Ord 
CAUSER, GiRORGE, Heckmondwike, Const ructional Enginéer 
Dewsbury. Pet. April lS. Ord. April 16 
Danny, W. H. D'Esrenne, Finsbury-pymnt 
Pet. Feb. 18. Ord, April lo 
DOYLE HERUERT *reat wich 
Accessories Manchester Pet 
FLUNT, HERBERT, Reigate, Grocer 
Feb. 12. Ord. April 18 
GRORGILES, G. D., East Dulwich, Provision Dealer 
Court. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Aprili6 
Haiou, ALFRED Eowarp, Wakefield 
field. Pet. Aprill&. Ord. Aprilis 
HALL, ABRAHAM, Wolverhampton, Coal Mor-hant 
hampton. Pet. April20. Ord. April2o 
HkALD, Francis Henry, Lenton, Share Broker 
ham. Pet. April is. Ord. April is 
Hepeacox, WALTER, Wolverhampton, Electrical 
Wolverhampton, Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20 
Hupson, Horace, Barnsley, General Outfitter 
Pet. April20. Ord. April zo 
Janvis, Rowerr WILLIAM 
Northampton Pet. April 18 
JouNson, JOHN, Durham, 
Aprili9. Ord. April 19 
Jones, WILLIAM GARFIELD 
pridd. Pet. Aprili8. Ord. April 18 
Y, Mary, Golborne, Lanca, Licensed Victualler 
Pet. Aprill9. Ord. Aprilio 
LAWTON, JOHN, Stoke Newington 
Feb, 23. Ord. April 19 
McHaLe, Epwarp, Leeds, 
Aprillé. Ord. April 16 
MITCHELL, WILLIAM, Harlesden, Iron Merchant's 
High Court. Pet. Dee. 3, Ord. April 20 
Mortimer, Many ANN, Harrogate. Harrogate 
April 10. Ord. April 19 
NIkMEYER, Peecy, Blackburn 
Mackburn, Wood Turners 
Ord. April 16 
O'CONNOR, MICHARL FRANCIS, Poultry, Cheapside 
High Court Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. April 19 
RAinsiny, JOHN WILLIAM, Penge, Baker 
April20. Ord. April 20 
ROWINSON, FRANK CRECIL, Stoke 
CHIVERS, THOMAS STANLEY 
Engineers. High Court. Pet. April 18. Ord, April 20 
ROBINSON, FLORENCE Beatrice, Portsea, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor. Portamouth. Pet. April 18. Ord. April 18 
Rogers, SAMURL FREDERICK, Oldbury, Manufacturer. 
Dudley. Pet. Aprill®. Ord. April 19 
SHAMAN, WILLIAM THOMAS, Gt. Massingham, 
Lynn. Pet. Mar. 12. Ord. April 20 
SuHarp, THoMas Dock, Malton, Hardware 
Searborongh. Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20. 
SiLver, isaac, Homerton, Fried Fish Monger. 
Pet. April 19. Ord. Aprill9 
SMERDON, WILLIAM HENRY, 
ALFRED HENRY, Birmingham 
Ord. April 16. 


Kast Cow 
High-at 


Newport. May 2 
lale of Wight 
eadington, Dairy 


Case 


Sale 


ANDREW Pet. Feb, 16 
Ord 
ArnTHUR, Bolton, Lancs, Cotton Waste 
Pet. April20. Ord. April2o 
Mansfleld Nottingham. Pet 


Dee, 11 


Fruiterer Newe wat be 
April 20 
{ anon bury 
Mar Ord 
Harrogate 


upon 


Manufacturer's 
Aprills 
Harrogat« Pet 


Motor Engineer 


Constructional Engineer. 
Aprill5 


High Court 
Electrical 


April 18 
Pet 


Factor 
April 18 
High 


in 
Ord 
Court 
High 
Pork Butcher. Wake- 
Wolver- 
Notting- 
Engineer 
Barnsley 
Motor 


April 18 
per. Durham 


Rushden 
Ord 
lonke 


Repairer 
Pet 
Trealaw, Glam, Grocer. Ponty 
Bolton 
Pet 


High Court. 


Iron Turner. Leeds, Pet 


Agent 
Pet 


ALBERT, 
April 16 


and WHALLEY, 
Blackburn. Pet 


Merchant, 
Croydon. Pet 


Newington, N.16, and 
pper Clapton, E.5, Motor 


Miller. King’s 
Merchant. 
High Court 


and Kirpy, 
Pet. Jan. 3. 


Birmingham, 
Birmingham. 


| Frost, KATHARINE 


| GREENAWAY, 


| Hopson, 








SPRCTERMAN, ABRAHAM ALFRED, Perkham. High Court. 
Pet. Feb. 18. Ord. April 20. 

PaAYLoR, ALBERT AsuTON, Levenshulme, Shirt Manufacture®. 
Manchester. Pet. Mar. 15. Ord. April 20 

WARRINGTON, JOSHUA, Leicester, and WARRINGTON, ERNEST- 
Boot Manufacturers. Leicester. Pet. April 20. Ord, 
April 20, 

WILSON, MADAME, Greenwich, 
Pet. Mar.17. Ord. Aprill9® 
Woop, ARTHUR, Keckmondwike, Rag Merchant. 
Pet. April 19. Ord. April 19 
Woops, Henry JoHy, Swansea, 
Feb. 25. Ord. April 20 
WOoLNOUGH, KATHERINE 
Draper. Creat Yarmouth 
Worry, Joseen WILLIAM, 
lee. 7, Ord. April ls, 


ADJUDICATI 
CPORGR, Wisbech, } 
20 1920. Annul. April 18, 1 

London Gazette —TCRSDAY, April 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Haulage Contractor 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20 
BeL., RicHarp CHaPLix, Lincoln, Farmer. Lincoin. Pet. 
April i2. Ord. April 20 
Besse, ELIJAH, Manchester, Shipping Merchants 
Pet. Aprilll, Ord. April 22 
BuRHOUSE, ANNIR, Hauddersfie id, Furniture Dealer. Hudders- 
filed. Pet. April2i. Ord. April 2i 
Croker, Cuirrorp Josgpeu, Bridgwater, 
Bridgwater. Pet. April 22. Ord. April 22. 
Drake, Ceci, Yeovil, Somerset, Shoe Dealer 
Pet. April22. Ord. April 22 
(i00pk, Joux, Throgmorton-st’, Contractor. 
Pet. Feb. 11. Ord. April 20 
HARRISON, ARTHUR, Bracebridge, 
Pet. April5. Ord. April 19 
Hewitt, CHARLES, East Retford, Notts, 
Lincoln. Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20 
Hout, Harry, Ackworth, nr. Pontefract, 
Wakefield. Pet. April 21. Ord. April 21 
LONG, FREDERICK JAMES SILVESTER, Brixton, 8.W.9, Watch- 
maker. High Court. Pet. April22. Ord. April 22 
ADAM, ALEXANDER, Bolton-on-Dearne, Clothier 
field, Pet. April 21 Ord. April 21 
PRESTON, THOMAS, Siichester, Hanta, 
High Court. 


Dressmaker. High Court. 


Dewsbury 


Cashier. Plymouth. Pet. 
Kirkley, Lowestoft. 
Aprill9. Ord. Aprill9 
High Court. Pet 


MARIA, 
Pet 
Lewisham 


N ANNULLED 
urgeon, King’s Lynn. 


921. 


MASON, Adjud. 


Nov 


Bein, Jou, 
Manchester 


Confectioner 
Yeovil 
High Court 


Lincoln, Plumber. Lincoln 


Root Repairer 


Confectioner 


Mc Shef 


Farmer. Winchester 
Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. April 22 

Ryne, J., Finsbury, Merchant 
Ord. April 21. 

SMirnH, Harry A., 
Ord. April 21 

TAPLIN, FRANCIS JonN, Hyde 
March 22. Ord. April 22 

WELLs, H. ANSTRUTHER, Regent-st., Fine 
Court. Pet. Jan. 24. Ord. April2i 

Waittne, Epwin Pur Freverick, Islington, 
High Court. Pet. April22. Ord, April 22, 

Wrsors, Henny, ‘Twickenham, Cartage 
Brentford. Pet. April 21. Ord. April 21. 

FIRST MEETINGS, 

BeLL, SARAH JANKE, Cullercoats, Fruiterer. 
upon-Tyne. May 4 at 12. Off. Rec., 
4, Northumberland-st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Bet, Ricwarp CHaPiiy, Lincolnshire, Farmer 
May 10 at 12. Off. Rec., 10, Bank-st., Lincoln, 

Bisnor, BRapFORD BurTON, Hydro, Harrogate. Harrogate 
May 6 at 2.15. Court House, Raglan-st., Harrogate. 

BLACK, FREDERICK, Leicester, Yarn Agent. Leicester 
May 4 at 3.30. Off. Rec., Berridge-st., Leicester. 

BooTH, ABRAHAM, Baldock, Hertford, Wholesale Draper 
Luton, May Ll at 11. Chamber of Commerce, 29, King- 
t., Luton. 

BURHOUSE, ANNIE, 
dersfield. May 4 at 10.45. 
st., Huddersfield 

BUTLER, ALFRED JOHN 
Motor Engineer. Exeter. 
Bedford-circus, Exeter. 

Davies, THomMaAS Herpert, Aberdare, 
Aberdare. May 4at 12. Off. Rec., St. Mary-st., 

FANNY, Warminster, Wilts, 

1, St. Aldates, Oxford 

Contractor. High Court 

Carey-st., W.C.2. 

Motor Driver 

North- 


Pet. AprilS 


Bingley. Bradford. Pet. April 6 


Park. High Court. Pet 


Art Dealer. High 
Butcher 


Contiactor 


Newcastle- 
Pear!-bidgs., 


Lincoln 


Huddersfield, Furniture Dealer. Hud- 
County Court House, Queen- 


Devonshire, 
Off. Ree., 


Dawlish, 
2.30. 


DESVOEUX, 
May 6 at 
Merchant, 


Cardiff. 
Milliner 


Corn 


Oxford. May 4 at 12 
Goopvkr, Joux, Throgmorton-st., 
May 5 at 11.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., 
Hersert EDWARD, Bedford, 
Bedford. May 7 at 11. Off. Rec., The Parade, 
ampton 
HALL, ABRAHAM, Wolverhampton, 
Wolverhampton. May 4 at 12. 
Wolverhampton 
HARRISON, ARTHUR, 
Lincoln. May 6 
Lincoln. 
HARRISON,” THOMAS, Barrow-in-Furness, 
Barrow-in-Furness. May 4 at 11.15. 
wallis-st., Barrow-in-Furness. 
HaToHER, MARY CLARA, Wyke 
May 3 at 3. Off. Rec., 
Salisbury 
Hewitt, CHARLES, Retford, Notts, Boot Repairer. 
May 6at 12. Off. Rec., Lincoln 
Hout, Harry, Ackworth, nr 
Wakefield. May 5 at 10.30 
Wakefield 
HORACE, 
Off. Rec 


Haulier, Coal Merchant. | 
Off. Rec., Lichfleld-st., 


Plumber 
Bank-st., 


Lincolnshire, 
Rec., 10, 


Bracebridge, 
at 11.30. Off 


Maker. 
Corn- 


Cabinet 
Off. Ree., 


Dorchester 
Catherine-st., 


Regis, Dorset 
City-chmbrs., 


Lincoln. 


Confect joner. | 
21, King-st., 


Pontefract, 
Off. Ree., 


Barnsley, General Dealer, Barnsley. 
, County Court Hall, Regent-st., 
Barnsley. 


JARVIS, ROBERT WILLIAM, Rushden, Motor Repairer. North-| 
ampton. May 3 at 10.30. Off. Rec., The Parade, North- | 
ampton. 

Jounson, JOHN, Durham, Innkeeper. Durham. May 4 at) 
2.30. Off. Rec., 3, Manor- -pl., Sunderland. 

Jongs, WILLIAM GARFIRLD, Treal w, Glam, Grocer. 
pridd. May 4at11.30. Off. Rec., St. Mary-st., Cardiff. 


May 4 at 1.30 
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LILLEY, SAMUEL, Great Wilbraham, Cambs, Baker. Cam- 
bridge. May 4atii. Off. Rec., Petty Cury, Cambridge. 
Lona, Faapeascx JaMeSs SILVESTER; Brixton, 5.W.9, Watch- 
maker. High Court May 5 at 12.30. Bankruptcy- bidgs., 


Carey-st., W.C.2. 
MARANIAN, Manchester, Shipping Merchant. Manchester. 
Manchester 


May 4at3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., 

MATTHEWS, WILLIAM FRANCIS, ‘Chepstow, Hairdresser. 
Newport (Mon.). May 5 at 12.45. County Court Office, 
Dock-st., Newport (Mon.). 

MELLOor, JOSEPH, Alderley Edge, Chester, Managing Director. 
Macclesfield. May 4 at 11.30. The Queen's Hotel, 
Manchester. 

McHae, Epwanrp, Leeds, Tron Turner. Leeds. May 5 at 
ll. Off. Ree., 24, Bond-st., Leeds. 

MORTIMER, MARY ANN, Harrogate. Harrogate. May 6 at 3. 
Court House, Raglan- st., Harrogate. 

ORMESHER, GRORGE ARNOLD, Chorley, 
Preston. May 6 at 10. Off. Rec., 
Preston. 

RAINBIRD, JOHN WILLIAM, Penge, Baker. Croydon. May 4 
at 11.30. York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., 5.E.1. 

Ryser, J., Finsbury, Merchant. High Court. May 4 
at 11. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

SEAMAN, WILLIAM THOMAS, Great Massingham. Miller. 
King’s Lynn. May 7 at 12. Off. Rec., 8. Upper King-st. 
Norwich. 

Smiru, Haxky ARTHUR, Bingley, Army Pensioner. 
May 4 at 2.30. Off. Rec., Duke-st., Bradford 

SPANIN, SELIG, Liverpool, Clothier. Liverpool. 
11.30. Off. Rec., 11, Dale-st., Liverpool. 

TAPLIN, Francis Jonny, Hyde Park. —, Court. 
ati2. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.¢ 

THOMPSON, WILLIAM, Ponty pridd, "Grocer. Pontypridd. 
May4atil. Off. Ree., 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff 

TINSLEY, Eric EDWARD LEONARD, Brigstee r, nr. Kendal, 
Student. Preston. May 6 at 10.30. Off. Rec., 15, 
Winckley-st., Preston. 

WALKER, WILLiAM HENRY, Stafford, Hairdresser. 
May 6 at 10.30. Vine Hotel, Stafford. 

WARRINGTON, JOSHUA, Leicester, and Wanarmovon. ERNEST, 
Boot Manufacturers. Leicester. May 4 at 3. Off. Ree., 
1, Berridge-st., Leicester. 

WELLS, H. ANSTRUTHER, 
High Court. May 4 at 12. 
W.c2 

WHITAKER, ERNEST RICHARD, 
Rochdale. May 4 at 3.30, 
chester. 

WHITING, 
a ‘ ‘ourt. 

wc 


Motor Engineer. 
13, Winckley-st.. 


Bradford: 
May 3 at 
May 6 


Stafford. 


Art Deaer., 


Regent-st., Fine 
Carey-st., 


Bankruptcy -bidgs., 


Straw Merchant. 
Byrom-st., Man- 


Rochdale, 
Off. Ree., 


EDWIN PHILIP FREDERICK, Islington, Butcher. 
May Gat ll. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., 


Woop, Ara Rn, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. 
May 3 at 10.45. County Court House, Dewsbury. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ACKLAND, AUSTIN CHARLES, St. James-st., 8.W. 
Pet. Dee. 9. Ord. April 21. 

BELL, JOHN, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Haulage Contractor. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. April 20, Ord. April 22. 

BooTH, ABRAHAM, Baldock, Hertford, Wholesale Draper. 
Luton, Pet. Jan. 26. Ord. April 2: 

BREADON, George WILLIAM DIENLEY, and BREADON, 
VioLeT Nora, Teddington, Surrey, Cabinet Makers. High 
Court. Pet. ‘April 7 7. Ord. Apri) 22. 

BURHOUSE, ANNIE, Huddersfield, Furniture Dealer. Hud- 
dersfield. Pet. April21. Ord. April2t 
Burns, Harry, Coventry-st, Variety Agent, High Court. 

Pet. Jan. 24. Ord. April 22. 

Coorer, JoHn THOMAS, Morton, Lincolnshire, 
Peterborough. Pet. Mar. 12. Ord. April 21. 

Croker, Cuirrorp Josern, Bridgwater, Confectioner. 
Bridgwater. Pet. April 22. Ord. April 22. 

DRAKE, Cecil, Yeovil, Shoe Dealer. Yeovil. 


Ord. April 22. 
HATCHER, MARY CLARA, Wyke Regis, Dorset, 
Ord. April 23. 


Dorchester, Pet. March 18. 

Hewitr, CHARLES, East Retford, Notts, Boot Repairer. 
Lincoln, Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20. 
Hour, Harry, Uckworth, nr. Pontefract, 
Wakefield. Pet. April21. Ord. April 21. 
LAWLey, Gzorce, Wolverhampton, Boot Leather Dealer, 
Wolverhampton. Pet. March 19. Ord. April 20. 
LILLEY, SAMUEL, Great Wilbraham, Cambs, Baker. 
bridge. Pet. April9. Ord. April 22. 
LONG, FREDERICK JAMES SILVESTER, 
Watchmaker. High Court. Pet. April22 
MCADAM, ALEXANDER, Bolton-on-Dearne, Travelling 

Sheffield. Pet. April21. Ord. April21. 

MITCHELL, WILLIAM WALLACE, Eastbourne, Fish Hawker, 
Eastbourne, Pet. April13. Ord, April21. 

Moore, THOMAS JAMES, Walham Green, Motor Engineer. 
High Court. Pet. Mar. 18. Ord. April 22. ; 

PAYEN-PAYNE, CRCTL MARRIOTT, Nottingham. High Court. 
Pet. Feb. 17. Ord. April 22 . 

PLEYDELL, WALTER ARTHUR CORNELIUS, Brixton, 3.W.2, 
High Court. Pet. Nov. 24. Ord. April 22. 

POLACK, HENRY, and CULL, FREDERICK THEODORE, Basing- 
hall-st., Waste Paper Merchants. High Court. Pet, 
Mar.5. Ord. April 22. : 

Ryner, Jacon, Finsbury, High Court. 
April5. Ord. April 22. - » a 

STAPLEY, FRANK GOLDSMITH, 7, Upper St. Martin s-la., WC, 
High Court. Pet. Feb. 24. Ord. April 22 

Surry, HARRY ARTHUR, Bingley, Army = Bradford, 
Pet. April6. Ord. April 23. 

Tuorp, ELIZA, Stalybridge, Chocolate Manufacturer. Ashton- 
under-Lyne. Pet. Feb. 25. Ord. April 22. 

WHITING, EDWIN PHtLip FREDERICK, Islington, Butcher. 
High Court. Pet. April22. Ord. April 22. : 

YATES, THOMAS, Twickenham. High Court. Pet. Feb. 16, 
Ord. April 22. 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 19, 1921. 


High Court. 


Farmer. 


Pet. April 22, 


Spinster. 


Confectioner. 


Cam- 


Brixton, 8.W.9, 
Ord. April 22. 
Jraper, 


Merchant. Pet. 


init Werry, J. M., Paignton. Plymouth. Pet. Nov. 24. Ord. 


April 16. 








